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AS I wifli not to trouble the public 
unneceflarily with the defence of 
what I have written on the fubjeft of the 
divine unity, and it is become phyfically 
importable forme to make particular replies 
to each of my opponents, I propofe for the 
future to write one pamphlet annually, in 
which I ihall take notice of every thing 
that I (hall think deferving of it, in fuch 
publications in favour of the dodtrine of 
the Trinity (from the ftate of things in early 
times) as the preceding year fliall produce* 
If any thing fhould require more fpeedy ani- 
madverfion, I may perhaps be permitted to 
make ufe of the Gentleman's Magazine, as 
I did with refpedt to Mr. Howes, 

. I have been in expedtation of the prefent 
year (which is nowalmoft expired) produc- 
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iv PREFACE. 

ing treatifes of more confequcncc than it has 
done. However, I am willing to give all 
my opponents whatever time they may think 
neceflary to the due perfection of their 
works. Some time muft alfo be allowed to 
their waiting for, and complimenting, one 
another; as each of them feems defirous of 
fhifting the burden to flioulders more able 
to bear it than his own. Thus Mr. Madan 
" leaves me for due corredtion to the fupe- 
** rior abilities, and erudition of Dr. Horf- 
" ley, Mr. Howes, and the amiable and 
'* reverend dean of Canterbury/' — If I do 
u not fmart under the mafterly fcOurge 
« of Dr. Horfley," he fays, " it is a bad 
€t lign for me." All, however, that I can 
do is to invite this tremendous fcourge, 
and the produ&ion of it is not more fin- 
cferely defired by Mr, Madan than it is by 
myfelf. 

Let Dr. Horfley then (now that his pe- 
riod of eighteen months is expired) appear 
again in fupport of his attack on the vera- 
city of Origen^ or of his church of orthodox 

. Jewifl* 
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Jewifh chriftians at Jerufalem, after the 
time of Adrian, As he has been pretty 
well comforted for his defeat $ he cannot 
doubt of his being amply rewarded for a 
complete viftory. Let Mr. Howes alfo pro- 
ceed with his argument to prove the late 
origin of Unitarians. The public are will- 
ing enough to give them a favourable hear- 
ing, and certainly expeEi to hear from them. 
They are alfo looking for the great work of 
Dr. Home, and fomething unknown, but 
fomethingconfiderable, from Mr. White, as 
well as from others, whofc names, having 
only been mentioned in difcourfe, I have no 
aright to call upon here. 

Every year (with fatisfadion I fee it) 
brings this important controverfy nearer to 
its proper termination ; and the attention 
that is actually given to it, at home and 
abroad, and which increafes continually, 
(hews that the contempt with which fome 
profefs to treat it, as if it could have no 
ferious confequences, is only affe&edj and 
that if it was in their power to come forth 
with any advantage themfelves, they would 
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not fail to do it. I am happy to find that 
the forward zeal of many prevails over the 
fuperior difcretion of others, and will not 
fuffer the bufinefs to deep. And the pub-* 
lications on one fide will be the means of 
procuring a hearing for thofe on the other. 

As my antagonifts in general are very li- 
beral of their compliments to each other, 
and (in order to encourage others to under- 
take what they think proper to decline) 
promife them an eafy vidfcory, fo fome of 
them combat one another, which will fhorten 
my labour. Thus Dr. Croft makes little 
account of Mr. Parkhurft's and Mr. Madan s 
argument from the plural form of the word 
elohim y and Mr. Howes leaves the character 
of Origen unimpcached, and Dr. Horfley's 
Orthodox Jewifh Church without defence* 
Some of them contend for the abfolute equa- 
lity of the Son to the Father, and others 
plead only for any thing that can, by any 
conftruftion, be called divinity. I need not 
mention the oppofiticn between the Arians 
and Trinitarians, as they do not profefs to 
(Jef$nd the fame ground. 
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I am Angularly happy in having an op- 
portunity of addreffing a few more letters to 
Dr. Price, in confequence of the Appendix 
to the fecond edition of his Sermons, and I 
more particularly congratulate our readers 
on the acquifiticn of fuch a controverfial 
writer as Dr. Geddes. I feel a fatisfadtion 
that I cannot exprefs in difcufling this 
important queftion with fuch men as thefe. 
It would even give me pleafure to have an 
opportunity of acknowledging any miftake 
they fliould point out to me. Why is it 
that, excepting only the dean of Canter- 
bury, the members of the church of Eng- 
land cannot write with the fame liberality, 
fuch as becomes gentlemen, fcholars, and 
chriftians ? When the hiftory of this contro* 
verjy (hall be written by an impartial hand 
(and fuch a one I doubt not will in due time 
be found) thp champions of the eftablifhqd 
phurch will not appear to the mod advant- 
age, either with refpedt to the condition of 
their arms, or their temper, and fkill in the 
ufe of them. 

How 
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How long this coatroveFiy will laft, or in 
what form I (hail continue my part ia it, 
is impoffible for me to fay. My prefent in- 
tention is to proceed with writing Letters 
to the Candidates for Orders in the two Uni- 
verities, and, at a proper time, to clofe the 
whole with a ferious addreis to the bench 
ofbifhops, and the legiflature* after which 
I (hall have done all that I apprehend to be 
in my power to promote an important and 
defirable reformation* 
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LETTER I. 

Of the Dcfirim of the Scriptures, and that of the 

apoftqlical Father. 

Reverend Sir, 

T Have feldbm received more fatisfa&ion than! 
* have done from the perufal of the Letter you 
have been fo obliging as to addrefs to me, in or- 
der u to prove," as you fay, f « by one prefcriptive 
argument, that the divinity of Jefos Chrilt was 
the primitive tenet of chrillianity." You writs 
with a candour becoming a chriftian, and a Ca~ 
tbolicy not in name only, but in reality j while 
others, whofe general fyftfem of chriftianity is more 
nearly the fame wiih my own, have engaged in 
the fame controverfy with a fpirit highly unbe- 
coming the chara&er they profefied. 

Different as your opinions are from mioe, yo% 
fay, p. 5. " I grant that you are a chriftian as well 
<c as I, and embrace you a$ my fellow difciple in 
u Jefus. And if you were not a difciple of jefiis, 
fC ftill I would embrace you as my feiiow man." 
In return, I can do no left than embrace you in 
tx>th characters. I do it from my heart; and I 
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hope that npthing in my adefrefs to you will giVtf 
the lie to my profeffion. We are fellow Chrif- 
tians, fellow men, and joint enquirers after truth * 
willing, I doubt not, to aflift each other in our 
enquiries, as juftly efteeming truth to be the 
mod valuable of all acquifitions, by whomfoever 
it be found. 

In one circumftance relating to this contrcrverfy 
1, however, differ from you. You expeft, p. 35, 
the ableft defenders of the do&rine of the divi- 
nity of Chrift in the church of England. On the 
contrary, I expedt them in your church of Rome^ 
in which it originated. It is adoftrine which the 
church of England only received from you, and 
without any alteration whatever. It is therefore 
itill your proper tenet, and what you fhould confide* 
yourfelves as peculiarly bound to defend. The 
members of the church of England, will naturally 
look up to you for the defence of that tenet, 
which, without any particular examination, they 
, received from you ; and they may perhaps abandon 
it, if its proper parent fhould be unable to main- 
tain it. For their fakes, therefore, as well as your 
own, it behoves the members of your church to 
exert themfelves on this occafion. 

Befides the fuperior liberality of your fenti- 

ments in general, there is a franknefs and candour 

in your conceffions> that I have not found in any of 

my numerous opponents. You acknowledge that 

yo\i do not find the doftrine of the divinkv of 
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Rev. Dr. G E D D E 5. 3 

Chrift in the Old Teftament ; you are not very 
confident that you find it even in the New;, and 
you make no difficulty at all of giving up the ar- " 
gument, fo much infifted on by Dr. Horfley, 
from the writings of the apoftolicai fathers. " The 
cc figures," you fay, p. 67, cc the allufions, and 
the prophecies of the Old Teftament, by them- 
felves, prefent to the unprejudiced reader no ex: 
plicit idea of the abfolute divinity of the pro- 
<c mifed Mefliah — and I muft confefs, • if we had 
" no other clue to guide us, I fhould be inclined 
cc to conclude the Meifiah to be a mere man, 
l€ though endowed with privileges above the reft 
c< of' mankind. On New Teftament ground I 
" think I could make a firmer ftand, and fight 
cc with you at leaft on equal terms. Among many 
<c ambiguous texts that may be urged againft your 
cc fyftem, there are certainly three or four, the 
" force of which cannot eafily be eluded. Wit- 
cc nefs the hard {trainings that have been made by 
* c yourfelf, and your party, to give them a plau- 
c< fible Socinian interpretation * whilft they feem, 
cc at the very firft fight, exprefsly calculated to 
cc juftify the dodtrine of your adverfaries." 

I wifh that, in the profecution of this argument, 
you would mention the three or four texts, on 
which you lay fo much ftrefs. In the mean time, 
I would afk, whether there be not many more 
than three or four, or even than three or four- 
fcore texts, which teach the great doftrine of the 
' fole divinity of the Father, much more unequi- 
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racily dm asp of yom timer or Same 
torn, do ti^ of die dhrmky of the Son? I tkmil 
on dm occatoa. call to y oar ircoUecbo* only » 
for of than. Matt, xol 7, JHy * dig? jfat mm 
gteL There ismnegeei, hat em 9 that isGedL Marie 
sii. $z* There is em God, ewd there is mom other hot 
ht.ydbnxvu* 3. That they might kmw thee, the emfy 
trne Gel. Rom. xvi 27. *V Gedenfy wife th rem g b 
Jefies Ghrifk. Cm. viiu 6. ft «f there is trnt em 
Gcd, the Father, ef wham are aU tbatgs, ami not im 
him*, and em Lard Jefiu Christ iy wbem me off 
things, and me by him* Eph. rL 6. Om Lard* 
em faith, em boftijat% em God, mtd /ether efai, 
mho is above ail, mi throngb ell, amd in yeu dL 
I Tim* iu $.Tbertis em God, amd em mediator ht* 
tweem God mtd mat, the mam Chrifi Jtfks. Jade 
4- Denying the enfy Lord God,' and ear Lord Je/ns 
Chrif. 

How often do we read of the God, as well as the 
Father, of our Lord Jefus Chrift ? And is it not the 
uniform cuftom of the writers of the New Tefta- 
mentto name Ged and Cbrijl as contradiftinguiflicd 
from each other ? What hard draining, Sir, muft 
k not require to give to any of the above-men- 
tioned texts* which have not fo much as the ap- 
pearance oiamfriguitj in them> a pkufibie Crinica- 
rian interpretation > . 

You reft this great controverfy, as far as it is to 
be decided by the fcriptures, on three or four texts, 
and what appears to be their fenfe at firjt fight 

only. 
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only. But you know, Sir* that the true fenfe of 
many paffages of ftripture* a* well as of ojhei? 
writings, is by no means what it feems to be at 
fjrfl: fight > efpecklly when the language is figure 
tive; and that a comparifon of them with other 
pafiagesis often neceffary to explain them. There 
C34UK>t> *herefor?, appear even to yourfelf to be 
any great ground of confidence here. And i* 
might well ajk you, whether it be not extraordi- 
aary» that a do&rine of To great magnitude as 
thai of the divinity of Cbrifr, 2nd which draws 
afce^ lt confequences of fo much importance in 
pra&ice, a* well is theory (especially the worftiip- 
ping of him as the fupreme God ; and which at 
firft fight* you <nuft acknowledge dir e&ly militates 
againft the do&rine of the fole divinity of the one 
Gtd snd Falter ofd/M, exprefsly called the God and 
father tfjtfus Cbrift himfelf ) ffcould reft on three 
or few texts, <rf which you can only fay that, at 
firft fight, they appear to be in your fevotrr, 

The dodtrineof the unity of God is unqucftionably 
that of a thoufand texts, and is implied in the 
whole tenof of fcripture. This no perfon ever 
did, or can deny. And did not the do&rine of 
three per forts in this godhead, if it be a truth, re- 
quire po be declared in as explicit a manner, if 
it was meant to be inculcated at all ? As to the 
divinity of Chrift, an ingenious man would eafily 
find as many plaufible arguments for the divi- 
nity of Mofes. 
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If the doftrine of the trinity be clearly taught 
in the fcriptures, how gomes it that yourfelfi 
«< after reading the beft Athanafian, Arian, and 
« Socinian gloffarifts," could be, as you fay, 
p. ii. fC Athanafian, Arian, and Socinian, by 
cc turns ?" This, Sir, is not my cafe. The Atha- 
nafian and Arian gloffarifts only make me a more 
confirmed Unitarian. 

If adoration be really due to Chrift from his 
followers, as you fay, p. 4, why have we fd'litile of 
either precept,, or example of it in the fcriptures? 
Could Origen have written fo exprefsly as he has; 
done againft praying to Chrift, if it had been the 
.practice of chriftians from the earlieft ages ? 

- ... 

« • • 

Of the writings of the apoftolical Father you 

frankly and juftly fay, p. 11. " forne are loft, 

. " others imperfeft, and others interpolated, and 

<c together afford but an ambiguous commentary 

? c on an ambiguous text/' 

lam, &c. 
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LETTER II. 

Of the Nicene Council. 

R b v. Sir,' 

ON what, then, do you fix your foot, and what 
is the real ground of your faith in the doc- 
trine for which you contend ? When I had read 
the title page of your pamphlet, I for feme time 
proceeded no farther, but amufed myfelf with 
conje&uring what your great prefcriptive argu- 
ment ; that argument which rendered all others 
unnedeffary, might be; but really, Sir, all my 
conjeftures were wide of the truth, for I own 
I fhould leaft of all have expefted it where you 
imagine you have found it. But my readers fliall 
bear yourfelf on the fubjedh 

"In this dubiety," you fay, p. 12, C< I look 
* c about for fomething more explicitly fatisfac- 
** tory, and this I think I find in the formal dc- 
* c cifion of the Nicaean council." When I had 
difcovered this, I was no lefs at a lofs in conjec- 
turing how any decifion of fuch a council as that, 
called for fuch a purpofe as that was, by fuch a 
perfon as Conftantine, and efpecially at fo great 
a diftance of time from the age of the apoftles, 
could at all anfwer, or even feem to anfwer, your 
purpofe. 
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On this fubicft you fay, p. 14, <c I aflc yon 
whether you think it in the fmalldfc degree pro- 
" bable, that three hundred and eighteen of the 
principal paftors irt the chriftian fehur^h, con-r 
yoked from the three parts of the then known 
" world, could poffibly combine to eftahlifli a doc- 
" trine different from that which they had hither- 
« to taught their refpedtive flocks, and which they 
^ had themfelvea received from their prtdecef- 
cc f6rs in the iftiniftry ?->-You muft thcrt, 1 think* 
u allow that, at thU period, the belief of the di* 
<c vinity of Jefus, tf as the univerfal belief of thfe 
" chriftian churches of Afia, Africa, and Europe/* 
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This then, Sir, is what you call, p. 19, your 
invincible prefcriptiye proof of the divUtaty of 
Chrift," and much eioquente you employ oil the 
fubjeft i but I own I fee in it little of arg&tatt, 
or even of plaufibility. F%r the greater perfpicuity, 
I fhall ftate my objection* to what you have urged 
in a number of obfervations, that their ftrength, 
whether viewed feparatefy or joindy, miy be 
m6rt diftifaftiy feen $ and at the feme thine, that if 
there be any latent ftllacy \A theal* it may be 
more eafily deteQfcd* 

frirft, You caU the Niaene Fathers, p» i&, "the 
lc representatives of the whole chriftian church." 
Now, in my opinion, they reprcftnted the chrif- 
tian church in no other fenfe than our Hoofe of 
Lords might be faid to reprefent the English 
nation. There was no Houfe of Commons in that 
aflfcmhly. There were a one tp fpeak the fenti- 

ments 
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mcnts of the commoa people, which I have fhewn 
at large, and from the acknowledgments of feveral 
of thofe Fathers themfelves, to have been very 
different from theirs. 

« 

Secondly* This celebrated council, being held 
in the year 325, is too remote from the age of the 
epoftles to be expe&ed (confidering the influences 
to which the learned chriftians had been expofed) 
to retain the primitive do&rine concerning Chrift. 
The do&rines of Plato appear to have been in 
the chriftian church as early as the age of Juftia 
Martyr, who wrote about A* D. 140* From that 
time almoft all the learned chriftians imbibed 
them , and the confequence of this wasfuch a rapid 
departure from the primitive do&rine, that we 
could not reafonably expert to find it among fuch 
bifhops as were afiembled at Nice in 325. 

This confideration alone furnifhes a fufficient 
anfwer to your irrefragable prefcriptive argu- 
ment. Had the council been held in the age 
immediately following that of the apoftks, or had, 
the learned chriftians confined t hem fe Ives to 
the ftudy of the fcriptures, and known nothing 
of heathen philofophy ; had no enemy fown tares 
among the good feed, your argument would have 
had fome weight. But this, council being held 
two centuries and ftn half after the age of the 
fpoftleS) and near two centuries after the intro- 
du&ion of Pktonifin into chriftianity, I cannot 
pllow it to have any weight at ail 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, I need not remind you, Sir, who 
appear to know human nature, and mankind, 
very well, and who acknowledge, p. 12, that 
" the Fathers aflemhled at Nice were, both feve- 
" rally and conjunctly, an aflembly of fallible 
" men," that the inclination of the emperor (who 
appears by his fpeech to them to have been deeply 
tin&ured with the rioftrines of Plato) and that of 
thofe' bifliops who had his confidence, being well 
known, there would be a great leaning to their 
opinion ; and that the more confeientiousof thofe 
who, if they had attended, mud have been under 
the difagreeable neceflity of oppofing it, would 
find excufes, and ftav at home. Three hundred 
and eighteen was far from being the whole nunv 
ber of Chriftian bifhops in that age. 

Fourthly, If you confider the pare that either 
Conftantine himfelf, or the profefled enemies of 
Arius, took in the bufinefs of this celebrated 
council, you moft acknowledge that very little 
can be faid for the liberty of it. I fhall only call 
to your recolleftion a few circumftances men- 
tioned by Tillemont, to whofe authority, or im- 
partiality, you will not objedt. 

On declaring himfelf a Chriftian, Conftantine 
was extremely defi; ous to promote the unity of the 
church, and for that purpofe firft wrote by Hofius 
to Alexandria on the fubjeft. This meafure not 
fucceeding ; at the earneft requeft of Hdfius, and 
Alexander biihop of Alexandria, lie fummoned 

. the 
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die council of Nice, : but not till he had threatened 
the clergy among the followers of Arius with 
ferving in the ppblic offices, if they did not quit 
the fociety of fd wicked a mailer, and agree to' 
the pure faith of the church. 

When Conftantine came to the council he 
omitted nothing in his power to make the Fathers 
unanimous in their decifions. Many of the friends 
of Arius were induced to join in his condemnation 
for fear of baniftiment, to which Arius himfelf, 
and two of his firmer friends, were a&ually fent, 
After this the -emperor ordered all the books of 
Arius to be burned, and thofe who concealed 
them to be put to death. Thefe are fome of the 
particulars relating to the condgd: of Conftantine, 

The greateft oppofers of Arius, thofe who may 
fre called his perfonal enemies, were Alexander, 
Attianafius, and Hofius. The laft had prefided 
in a council at Alexandria, in which Arius was 
condemned. Athanafius calls Him the condu&or 
of all the councils. Alexander had fo much 
influence at the council of Nice, that he is faid 
to have been the matter of all things in it. Athar 
nafius alfo had great weight there; and had it 
depended upon him, Arianifm had been extin- 
guilhed in it. Hofius compofed the creed, but 
Athanafius himfelf aflifted in it; 

Thefe, Sir, are only tranflations of different 
paffages in the hiftpry that Tillemont gives of 
' "' the 
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the council of Nice. Do you then, who arc not 
ignorant of human nature, or human affairs txy 
what chance Arianifm, if it had been the truth* 
could have had in thofe circumftances, or how far 
a declaration agreeable to the genuine and primi- 
tive doftrines of chriftianity was to be expe&ed- 
from the Fathers at Nice. 

Fifthly, In the very next reign, when the 
emperor was an Arian, there were as numerous 
affemblies of Arian bifhops, in the fame part of 
the world, as there were of Trinitarian ones a£ 
Nice; and a little before the council of Nice, 
there were affemblies of the clergy both in Bythy- 
nira, and Paleftine, which Tillemont calls councils* 
which were in favour of Arius* So that, by the 
fame mode of reafoning which you have adopted, 
it might be proved that Arianifoa was the primitive 
dodrine concerning Chrift. 

Sixthly, Your argument, admitting the juftnda 
of your medium of proof, will prove a great deal 
too much. For it will not only prove that ttae 
primitive doftrine was the divinity of Ghrift in 
general, but alfo that kind of divinity which thofe 
Fathers afcribed to him, a kind which 1 imagine 
that you, Sir, will not maintain ; for it is not the 
prefent Catholic do&rine, and iftdeed fooo ceafed 
to be fo, as I have fliewn at large in my Hjfiory 
of early Opinions concerning Chrift. Thofe Fathers 
univerfally held that the divinity of the Son was 
greatly inferior to tha$ <of the Father, and lud its 

origin 
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Origin in the reafon of the Father; which having 
been firft in him as an attribute^ afterwards became 
a per/on. Will you, or any perfon, at this day, 
maintain that this was the primitive do&rine con- 
cerning Chrift, that which was held and taugb? 
by the apoftles ? 

Seventhly, The council of Nice was held for the 
cxprefs purpofe of the condemnation of one par- 
ticular opinion, in which the Unitarians had no 
concern. It was to condemn the doftrine of 
Arius, who held that Chrift was a creature, pror 
duced from nothing (e* t«v ** <n3»v) and that there 
was a time when he was not. In oppofition to 
this, the Trinitarians held that the Son was no 
creature, but of the fame fubftance (pym<ri&) with 
the Father; and that, having been the proper 
reafon of the Father, there could never have been 
any time in which he was not; for that then the 
Father would have been without reafon. Such, 
you well know, was the reafoning of the time on 
the fubjeft. 

On thefe two opinions, the Unitarians could" 
much more eafily adopt the language of the 
Trinitarians, than that of the Arians- For many 
of them alfo had learned to philofophize, though 
not fo much as the Trinitarians ; and acknow- 
ledging, as all Unitarians do, that a divine power 
refided, and acted, in Chrift, they faid that this 
divine power was that of the Father, and therefore 
might be faid to be the Father; who, being in 

Chrift, 
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Chrift, did the works by which his divine miffiort 
was evidenced. They therefore thought thern- 
felves authorized to fay that the Father and the 
Son were one and the fame, and of courfe oiumrm % 
or of the fame fubjlance. A Sabellian, therefore, 
might adopt the language of the council of Nice. 
This is acknowledged by the learned Beaufobre. 
And Marcellus of Ancyra did molt vehemently 
oppofe Arius in that council; a conduct which 
the Arians never forgave him. 

I am, &c- 



LETTER III. 

Of the State qf Unitarianifm in the primitive Times* 

Rev. Si f, 

THE preceding obfervations, in my opinion, 
furnifh a fufficient anfwer to your 4 irfi- 
fragabk prefcriptive argument. But, to my great 
furprize, you farther fay, p. 32. " If the divinity 
" and pre-exiftence of Chrift was not a tenet of 
" primitive chriftianity, there muft have been a 
cc period, prior to the Nicsean council, when it 
" was accounted a herefy, and when the non- 
" divinity was as univerfally taught, as the fole 

" orthodox 
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cc orthodox do&rine. Be pleated then to point 
out that period, and prove that it exifted, not 
by negatives, preemptions, and arguments from 
improbability, but by clear pofitive teftimony. 
For until you do this, I fhall always confider 

cc the decifion of the Nicaean fynod as an irrefra- 
gable proof, that the divinity of our Lord was 
an original article of the Catholic faith/' 



CC 
CC 
CC 






CC 

cc 



Again you fay, p. 20. "I think you fhould 
cc have endeavoured, and been able x to (hew when, 
" and by whom, and in what manner, fuch an 
<c important revolution was brought about, who 
€C was the firft broacher of the novel opinion, what 
<c oppofition it met with, which of the apoftolic 
cc fees was the firft to embrace it, and by what 
" wonderful influence it got poffefljon of all the 
reft ; without noife, without refiftance, without 
any of thofe circumftances that always attend 
" the introduction of a novelty in matters of re- 
t€ ligion, efpecially when the contradictory of an 
" eftablifhed opinion is attempted to be intro* 
" duced." 

Now all this, or as much of it as any reafonable 
man can require, I have aftually done, in my 
Hiftory of early Opinions concerning Cbrift. By a 
diftinft exhibirion of the doftrines of Platonifm, 
by an abundant proof of their having been adopted 
by the chriftian Fathers, and from the near refem- 
blance between them and the doftrine of the Trinity 
in the firft ftage of it, I think I have made it mod 

evident, 
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evident, that it had that origin, and no other. 
No child ever proved its own parent more clearly 
than this does. 

I have alfo (hewn, in the fulleft manner, that 
the Trinitarian do&rine was coniidered as an inno- 
vat ion, and that it gave the greateft offence to the 
common people, though, by the plaufible repre~ 
fentations, and frequent apologies, of the learned 
chriftians, they were kept tolerably quiet ; till by • 
means of the overbearing influence of the govern- 
ing powers, and alfo that of the great fee of Rome, 
all oppofition to the novel do&rine had no effeft; 
notwithftanding the ftrongeft remonftrances did 
not fail to be made againft it in every period* 

I have lhewn, Sir, that it was univerfally ac- 
knowledged by the chriftian Fathers, Antenicene 
Nicene, and Poftnicene, that the firft converts 
to chriftianity, Jews and Gentiles, were fo firmly 
perfuaded of the fimple humanity of Chrift, that 
the apoftles themfelves did not chufe to teach 
openly and clearly any other do&rine. I have 
lhewn that thofe Unitarians were never confidered 
as Heretics y notwithftanding their opinion differed 
fo much from that which was held by thofe who 
mfter wards appropriated to themfelves the title of" 
Catholic. I have produced a variety of other 
evidence, of the moft fatisfa&ofy kind, to proye 
that the primitive chriftian church was Unitarian, 
and to no part of it have you (b mueh as adverted 
in your Letter ; fo that in the idea of thefe Fathers, 

j the 
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the believers in the fimple humanity of Chrifl: were 
not a few objeure feftaries* as you call them, p. 5. 

You make very light of the Ebionites, p. 16, 
But, according to the teftimony of Origen, they 
Were the whole body of Jewifti chriftians, of whoiri 
fome, he fays, believed the miraculous conception of 
Jefus, and others did not, but none of them believed 
his divinity. Is their opinion and teftimony to be 
gfteemed of no value* when ancient dotlrines are 
fought for ? If this be not the pojitive teftimony 
you require, what is fo ? 

You do not even appear to be apprized of the 
great objeft of my work, which was not only to 
trace the rife and progrefs of the dodrine of the 
trinity* but alfo to (hew that, though the learned 
chriftians, from Juftin Martyr to the council of 
Nice, held the do&rine of the divinity of Chfift, 
the greater part of the common people were believers 
in his fimple humanity. 

Befides, the more learned chriftians may eafily 
be fuppofed to have departed from the primitive 
do&rine concerning Chrift, as they were peculiarly 
expofed to influences, which muft have operated 
very powerfully to produce that effeft ; whereas 
the common people were not fubjedl to that dan-^ 
gerous influence, and therefore were much more 
likely to retain the original do&rine tranfmitted 
frpm the apoftles, who certainly, were not Plato- 
nifts, .and indeed could never have understood fuch 

C a fyftecn 
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a fyftem as that of the Nicene Fathers. Univerfat 
experience and obfervation fhews, that old opinions 
arelongeft retained by the common people, and 
that innovations begin with the learned and fpecu- 
lative. Thefe things, fir, you fhould have noticed, 
if you had propbfed to ma^c any effc&ua] reply to 
my work. ' '."'./ 



Li 

' » . :• • • • ' I i i . 



I am not tnlich'lefs fufpnzed at the foil owing 
paragraph in ydur letter. .^ Is it not rtrarige/" 
you fay, p. 23, <c paffing ftrange, that, in not one 
%i of thofe afiemblies ,, (vifc. about forty councils 
held after that of Nice) " neither at Alexan- 
• r dria, nor Antioqh, Jior C^sfyrea, nor Sardica,, nor 
<c Jbrufalexri, nor tori llintinople, nor Sirmiun?,* nor 
" Milan, nor Rome, nor Riijiini, tfare fhould not 
<f be a fingle voice raifecf in favour of Scciniariifai, 

W i' '" I 111 

", a fingle pen einployefi to defend ir, a, fingle 
* authority quoted in it's fupport. And that wHile 
'* the whole body of chriftians were engaged in a 
€l controverfy about two opinions, both equally 
c ?»falfe, the only true dogmafhould be overlooked, 
\* fhould be rejected* flrould be anathematizeci by 
44 all ? This 1 confefs is to ,me inconceivablfc-n-is, 
y in, the nature of things, hardljrpoffible/' •', 

m Had I not the'hioft perfeft confidence' id your 
impartiality, and love of truth, I fhould have con- 
cluded from this paragraph, that you had riot' fa 
much as read the work cm which 'you Have animad- 
verted. "I cannot help fufpedling," Hciw;6ver, that, 
Imagining ^oiir one prefcripttve argument to be 

abundantly 
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abundantly fufficient for your purpofe^ yoy coor 
tented yourfelf with giving Vut a flig^ attention to 
$* S r &*l W*. ? f m^.mffik^wd. tbat,Vt^ie few 
graces whi^h th/e r . f l^afty pejrufat ( pf it left^ir^ your 
mind were whpjly ^ejffaccd at the ti^e^Qf^^ritiqg 
your Letter to me. . . 

« 

.* Nay, the furprize you exprefs would have been 

_preclu(jpd| if you had fuffickntly' attended to what 

~X 0U yourfelf juffly Fay of the Inftory of the times 

^which. followed the council of Nice, p.* 22, viz. 

>£ha?. f* in them Ariamfm and Athanafianifm alter- 

€€ natejy triumphetf." Unitariariifm was not the 

r Qjyf$fc of any oftnofe councils, except thofe which 

■„ were called on the account of Photinus, and we 

have no particulars of what paffed in any of them. 

At that time the emperors, and leadirig bifhops, 

were all either Arians or Athanafians ; and having 

to combat with one another, they overlooked the 

\ y^tarians, wh'pfe party was then fo low;(not with 

-, r$ fpeft to numbers j but to rank and consideration) that 

ijhey had' nothing to fear from them. How then 

is k inconceivable^ that their opinions fhould be 

. janatfrematized by both parties, when they were 

pqualjy. hoftile to both. 



To anticipate my reply to fome part of the pre- 
ceding paragraph, you add, p. 24, " You will fay 
"perhaps,, that even at that time Sociniahifm was 
c< not "jojirely without its witneffes among the 
" bifhops themfclves, and refer me to Paul of 
^•Antioch, and Photinus of Sirmium. That both 

C2 w " "thefe 
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thefe were in fome meafure Socinians, I grant % 
but this ferves only to give a greater degree of 
ftrength to my argument. For in what light was 
their doftrine confidered by their fellow bifhops, 
and what were the confequences of their teaching 
it ? They were regarded as blafphemous inno- 
vators, threatened with immediate depofition, and 
excommunicated by both parties*. If you think 
then that you can avail yourfelf of fuch a teftt- 
mony, you are welcome to ufc it ; and you may 
add all the other fimilar tefti monies you can glean 
through all the preceding ages, from PauL of 
Antioch up to Cerinthus : all this, when put in 
the balance with the teftimony of the Nic&to 
Fathers, to me appears a grain againft an hundred 
weight." 



In this paragraph, and in this alone, you look 
back to the time preceding the council of Nice 5 
and the ftate of things being very different in the 
different periods of that time, what you fay does not 
apply to them all alike. The Unitarians were by 
no means confidered in the fame light from the age 
of Cerinthus, which was that of the apoftles, to 
that of Paul of Antioch, and much lefs , that of 
Photimis, though you make no difference in the 
cafe. In that of Cerinthus, and long after, they 
were fo far from being confidered, or treated, as 
heretics, that it was univerfally acknowledged that 
Unitarianifm was the only doctrine which the un* 

• In the time of Paul of Antiock AtLnilm had no exigence* 

learned 
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learned chriftians bad been taught, even by the 
apoftles themfelves •, and they were fo. far frorp 
feeing excommunicated, that by the copfeffiop qf 
their .adversaries, till the publication of John's .got- 
pel tf after i&e de&rudtiqn of Jerufalem, there, was no 
other opinion among the common people, .. Uo 
creed, no fentencfc of any council, ever prefumed 
to caH them heretics. Do the contrary, they boldly 
changed the Trinitarians, as foon as jthey appeared, 
notwithftanding all their apologies, and the art with 
which their dodrine was introduced, as innovators 
in the fcheme of chriftianity. In the time of Ten- 
tuliian the major pars, the mymtyof chriftians held 
this language* and the^r^, the multitude > in the 
time erf* Athanafius, 

* • * 

If you even confine your attention to the writers 
in xlefepce of Unitarinifm, who always bear a very 
{mall proportion even to the reading and thinking 
.part of any fed, and a ftill fmaller to chofe who do 
not read and think, but follow the leading of others 
(which is the .cafe with the great jnafs of alj ranks 
of rpen) they will not appear fo inconfiderabte as you 
haftily reprefcnt them (efpecially.as it is .allowed that 
the generality of the learned chriftians were addiftrd 
to Platonifm) beginning with Symmachus, and 
ending with Phoitinus, who, in the late age in which 
he lived, was fo popular in his diocefe* that three 
fynods, under an Arian emperor, were neceflary fo 
expel him j and who continued writing to an ad- 
vanced age, treating every dodtrine except the 
Unitarian -with juft contempt. Among other trea- 

C 3 tifp& 
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tifes he wrote one 4 oh #ie fubjeft' of btrefyy ancL 
though, in the early'* ages, this term had' been' iyhb- 
nyrnous to Gnofticifm, it is very pofflble that, as 
his enemies had treated him as an heretic, h£, tfho 
appears to have had no dread of them, treated them 
as heretics in return. l ■ '»• • v * "' 

v 

Two fynods frere neceflary to condemd even 
Paul of Antibch, and the power of the emperpr was 
called in to expel r ,him from the <cpifcopal houfe, 
notwithftanding his accu&tion : contained many 
articles befides matters of dodtrfae. It appeared 
probable to Dr. L&rdner, that both Firmiiian of 
Cappadocia, and the famous Gregory of Neocaefarea, 
favoured him. That the diocefe of the latter 
fwarmcd with Unitarians, in a much later period, 
is evident from the epiftles of Bafil, which are very 
inftrudtive, and 'give us a clear idea-how unpopular, 
*veri among the cfergy of thofe parts, were the 
grtrat defenders of oithodbxy in that ager;.; Jiow as 
yoi^may think the Unitarian intereft to; have been 
after the cduncil of Nice, I doubt >not but that an 
-Unitarian emperor, or perhaps an Unitariaa pope, 
Would fo^ii • have turned the' fcale in its favour. 
But itpleafed divine- providence that Jther.genuine 
do&rihe of the gcrfpei fhould theh hav!e no fupport 
from fuch quarters; and fhat it fhould now ; revive 
by its own evidence, when alVkings, all popes, and 
all bilhops, are flill againft ic. r / 

: " ' * ,-■ ;, , . ^ . 

.... " In the works of theAntenicene Fathers,"'! you 
fry* p» 33i " whether genuine or fpurious^ith^re 

.. - " is . 
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; . c ! 19 not, 1 think, befides the Clementine Romance* 
cc a jKngle work that fpeaks dire&ly the language 
*' of Socinus." ' . 

- But you well know that many were yontten\ arid 

\ yoij.' cannot wonder that rhey are not npw eMatft. 

JLet not the orthodox reproach us With the wint 6f 

that evidence which they may have been the ri)eaiis 

; offupp'reffing. , '. V i [/ '/' : \" ;x ' ; :; ' 

"• • • « 

. CJoMderihg : the time when the Clernentifte 
hojrrilies were written, 1 as early probably as the 
writings of Juftin Martyr (in my opinion pri&r 
to them) much more may be inferred frotn 

. them in favour of uni'tarianifm than you' feetn 
willing to allow. The author of that work wks 

, 3 learned chriftian, and a fine writer, much fupe- 
rior to Juftin Martyr. He difcuffes at great 
lepgth* the philofophical opinions of the apoftolic 
age, which were then generally oppofed to chrif- 
tianity, but which were afterwards incorporated 
into it. But he combats, them folely on uriita- 
Han principles; and not only fo, but without 

.giving any hint of there being any other, held by 
icHriftians, on which they were, or could be, com- 
bated; whereas the platonizing Fathers, WKo 
wrote againft the fame * general principles, went 
upon quite different ground. 

Now is it probable that fo ingenious and learned 
-fc writett cefuld do this, and be acquainted with 
any other mode of proceeding ? Confidering the 

C4 *• number 
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number of incidents, gnd difcourfes, introduced 
into that work, I thinly it highly probable that, if 
the writer h^d evpn known of fuch perfons as 
platopizing chriftians,qr their doftrinc of the logos, 
he would have made fqme mention of it there; 
it had fo near a connexion with his fubjeft. I 
am therefore ftrongly inclined to fuppofe that he 
had neyer heard of fuch a writer as Juftin Martyr, 
and that the doftrine of the logos, as the reafon of 
the Father j which laid the foundation for thefubfe- 
Client doctrine of the Trinity, as it is now held, had 
not been ftarted }n his time. Confeauently, I am 
inclined to think, that when this work was com-. 
pofed, there were no clafie$ of phriftians lpefides 
Unitarians and Gnojlrcs. 

When all thefc things (and many more you will 
find in my work) are conlulered, can you. fay, a$ 
you do, p. 25. that, cc When the whole is put intq 
" the balance with the teftimony of the Nicene 
<c Fathers, it is no more than a grain againft an 
" hundred weight?" Indeed, fir, the things tha? 
ought to h^ve bpen weighed were either never put 
into thcbalanee, or it was held by a very flnequa} 

I am, &c. 
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L E T T E R IV, 

Of the Degree ofCbrifi's Divinity, and the Conclufion. 

Rev, Sir, 

T Cannot clofe thefe letters without animadvert* 
ing upon another circumftancc on which you 
touch much too (lightly. c * My talk/* you fay, 
p. 5. " is barely to Ihew that the diviiiity of Jefus 
€c Chrift was, in fome fenfe or other, an original 
article of belief $" and again, p. 33^ " In what' 
precife fenfe I fhould understand his godhead, 
I might be puzzled to determine/* 



t 



Had this language been addreffed to the apof- 
tles, they would probably have replied, $houhitig$ 
Jt range things to our ears. For they do not appear 
to me ever to have heard of fuch a thing, as kinds, 
or degrees, of divinity. In the fcriptures nothing 
is faid but of one kind of proper divinity. Men- 
tion is there made of one ttue God, and of many 
falfe gods, but of no inferior kind of true God. We 
read of God, and of creatures ; but of nothing of 
an intermediate nature, Mofes, indeed, and ma- 
giftrates in general, are called gods, but it is only 
by way of figure. There was nothing divine in 
their natures-, and in this fenfe all men may be 
tfcrmecl gods, with rej(pe<5t to brute creatures. If 

this 
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this be all the divinity that you afcribe to Chrift, 
I (hall certainly have no objeftion to it. Being 
my lord and mafter, he is, in this fenfe, alfo my 
god; byt in no other*,! But as -he is never, in any 
fenfe, called God in the fcriptures, I do not think 
my felf authorized to ufe that language. 



> i » 



If therefore Chrift be God at all, in the fenfe 
in which the facred writers ufe the term God, 

* he • muft have every effential attribute of divi- 
nkyi- He muft be felf-exlfterit, eternal, omni- 

♦ pftfcnt,omnifcient, a'nd almighty, theitiaker and 
oonftant preferver of all things! Nay more, if 
more can be laid, he muft be the one God and Fa- 
ther of all, evfen the God and -Father of our Lord 
Jefus Chrift. For die fcriptui-ei know no other 
God befides this. . u 

: The whole doctrine of inferior gods, fuch as the 
platoiiizing Fathers made Chrift to be, is down- 
right heathen, and a manifeft departure from the 
Jaith originally delivered to the faints. According 
to chU true faith, there is but one God, and one me-* 
dialer between God and men, the man (not the infe- 
rior God) Chriji Jefus. But from being an infe- 
rior God, in the fp~ce of about two centuries (for 
it required that time to advance fuel! a fiep) this 
inferior God, became, in the imagination of chrift 
tians, to be God equal to the Father. 

Shocked at this fenti merit, learned chrifti^ns 
feem now to be very generally endeavouring Jtp 

get 
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t back to the dbftrine of $n inferior God, ind 
or this purpofe fotnd become; Arians, and others 
endear oftr-to make otit kind? and ^degtees in divi- 
nity, a&i there are kinds and degrees among crea- 
tures. But reafon and common fenfe revolt at 
the fuppofition; and be allured, the chriflian 
world will not be able to find any reft, tell they go 
back to the primitive do&rine of one God, and of 
men approved pfGsd y by figns and wonders which 
God-did by them. t 1 believe; djirift to be a prophet 
mighty in wopd and deed, a man .whom God fent, by 
whojtn, G&dtfpake^ ,whom God raifed from the 
dead, and who will come again in the glory and 
power of God his Father, to raife the dead, to judge 
the. world, and to give to every man according to 
his. works. < 






TJjjs* Sir, is the phnftianity which I profefs, 
and it is a religion as plain as it is praftical. It 
is wpjtfry,#f God, and approves itfelf to the rea- 
fonof man> And why fhould we be fond of a faith 
with which reafon is, at variance, and to which it 
muftbe facrificed? Is phis a .facrifice pleafing to 
God ? Can we wonder at the number of fenfible 
unbelievers in the Chriflian world, when they 
find that they mult abandon their reafon before 
they can adopt religion, which is the cafe when 
fuch;dodrines as the Trinity (that of three divine 
perfons in one God), are held out to them, and 
they are told that they cannot be chriftians with- 
out receiving them ? While this is our conduft, 
^.ithpiie handwe invi]te men to come within the 

pale 
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pale of the church, while with the other we (hut 
the door ' againft them. This door, I wifh to 
throw fairly open, and therefore I invite men to 
bring their region with them when they become 
chriftians, and by no meaqs to leave it behind 
them, 

Far would I be from drawing off yotor atten- 
tion from die great <&wk in which you are en-. 
gaged, $nd from which I have the greateft expe&a* 
tions, in conftquence of believing yqu to be An- 
gularly qualified for it, Your Profpefitus, which 
I read with wonder and delight, is 4 pledge of it, 
But if you could find leafure, I coo|d wifh that 
you would at leaft attempt the execution of what 
you fuppofe may be done, when you fay, p. 34, 
€C It would not, I imagine, be a very difficult,, 
though it would be a tedious tafk, to refute all 
the arguments, and anfwer all the ohjeftions^ 
which your party have been long employed in 
€t collefting, from thofe ftore-froufes (the chrif-. 
* c tian Fathers) and which you, Sir, have fummed 
cc up in fo mafterly a manner in your laft great 
cc work. With abilities far inferior to yours, I 
" could, if at leifure, ereft,' from the fame mate^ 
• f rials, out of which you have reared fo fpe- 
\^ u cious an edifice, a fabric of a different order, as 
i " plaufible I truft, and compaft as yours, without 
" being under the fufpicious necefflty of garbling 
* € and rejefting as you have done," 

» • . 

This language, Sir, is by no me^ns q( apiece 

with 
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with the liberality of the reft of your letter, and 
fboukl not have been ufed without proof. Many 
& tedious volume as I have looked through, at leaft 
a hundred folios, Greek or Latin, without counting 
thofe of fmaller fize, I am not confcious of hav- 
ing, in any proper fenfe of the word, garbled any 
of them, or of having rejeSed any thing that 
could throw light on my fubjeft, whether it made 
for ot againft me j though I may have overlooked 
paffages of both kinds. On this account, I mod: 
fincerely wifh that others may go over the fame 
ground after me, and with more difcernrng eyes. 

As you think, however* that, without taking fo 
much trouble* the materials that I have colle&ed 
would ferve to conftrudt a fabric of a different na- 
ture, I wifh you would try to make them anfwer 
the purpofe you mention. But I am confident 
you might as loon take down the elegant cylindri- 
cal monument in Grace Church-ftrect, and with 
the fame ftones ereft a parallelopepidon. If you 
(hould not be able to command fufficient leifure 
yourfclf, I wifh you would perfuade fome other 
learned perfon of your communion to undertake 
the work, and affift him with your counfel. 

As I believe you to be a man of a truly candid 
and ingenuous mind, and that you really write as I 
do, for the fake of promoting truth, I flatrer my- 
felf that you will not fail to let me, and the public, 
hear from you again on the fubjeft. If you feel 
any force in my reply, have the honeft courage to 
£ , acknowledge 
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kdc nowledge- k; T ' 3f hd t, let itf ki^w^hat armour 
!t is that defends you. ' In this -I aflc no' more tharn^ 
1 hold myfelf ready to giv« to-you,' or any; other 
of my opponents, k is what all ^writers Awe.;t*> 
that moft relpe&able. tribunal, before ty hie h wp 
are pleading, the chriftian World. .: Wc oughfe 
therefore, to acknowledge ourcaufe to> ^e;.irt\teftr 
able, if we think it to be fo, as well astpidcffctetic 
while we think it defenfible. As for myfel.f* ljfec 
an honeft general, (hcceiafUl or unfuccefcfiXk £ 
will give as fair an account of my k$Uf'4 m ,ana 
wounded, as of '.the trophies I. may gain, or:ihe^'- 
/oners I may take. 

•.vor' . '. :: _. • ..-. 
With the trueft refpeft, I am, Y{U ., 







Rev. Sir, 
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LETTER I. 

Of the Influence of the Doftrine of philofefhical 
Neafflty on that concerning the Per fan of Cbrift. 

Dbar Friend, 

I CANNOT forbear acknowledging the fetff- 
fa&ron I have received from the perufal of the 
Apftndfoc to your late Sermons, in which, with- a 
candour that docs you the greateft honour, you 
have, as you fay, p. 371, c< ftated fome of the 
*** moft important of Dr. Prieftley' , s arguments, that 
** our readers may be able to form their judgment 
"*' xm thfe points about which we differ." 

It fa, i believe, our joiiit and earneft wiffi, that 
ito$ public may form a right judgment in the cafe ; 
and *h»eifore 1 (hall, without any apology, make a 
few remarks upon the view that you have given 
of my arguments. On feveral of the heads you 
fcave contented yourfelf with fimply reciting them, 

D and, 
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and, with an almoft unexampled generofity, hare 
left them, without making any reply, to make 
what impreflion they may upon our readers. In 
other cafes you have been led, perhaps uninten- 
tionally,, farther into the controverfy, and in thefe 
1 fhall take the liberty to accompany you« 

You fay, p. 374, that you and I cannot agree 
on the fubjeft of the creation of all things by Cbrijly 
becaufe I fuppofe that "there is but one proper agent 
" in nature \ the whole being a piece of machinery 
ci depending upon the fole will of that great Being 
€t who framed the whole, and put it in motion J 9 
This I do indeed acknowledge, and 1 confider it as a 
great and glorious truth, without which all would 
be darknefs, confufion,.and defpair. But it ap- 
pears to me that this has nothing at all to do with 
pur prefent difcuffion ; becaufe, as Arians or Uni- 
tarians, the queftion between us is fimply whetherthe 
volitions of Chrift (originating in himfelf or. in 
another) gave birth to the univerfe. 

You may as well fay that you and I can never 
agree about the author of any particular book, your 
own Sermons, for inftance ; for that, if there be but 
one agent in the univerfe, be was the only proper 
author of them. But upon this principle,, he was 
alfo the author of my remarks upon them. Ad- 
mitting that there is a fa\fe in which God is the 
author of ev.ry thing, good. and evil, there is 
likewifc a certain and definite fenfe, in which there 
are other, and very different agents, and which 
* will 
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Will allow us to fay that your Sermons were written 
by you, and my remarks on them by me. 

Now it is only in this fenfe that we are to con- 
fider whether Chrift made the world i and I may as 
well fay that he did not make it, believing that it 
exifted before he himfelf was made, as you that 
he did make it, believing as you do, that he exifted 
before it was made, and that his volitions and ex- 
ertions were, in fome way or other, inftrumental 
in making it. Here, therefore, is a clear ground 
of argument and difcuffion between us, and my 
being an advocate for the doftrine of philofophicai 
neceflity, and you for that of philofophicai liberty, 
has nothing to do with it. The one is a queftion 
between us. as metaphyficians> and the other as tbeo- 
hgians. Do not, therefore fay, as you do, p. 375, 
" that on this account, it is impoflible that we fhould 
" think alike of the nature and dignity of Chrift, 
« and of the importance of his agency ." You 
muftknow that, notwithftanding every difference 
in this refpeft, many perfons have thought alike on 
this fubjeft-, many Neceffarians having been Arians, 
and many pf their opponents Unitarians. 

lam, &c. 
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L E t t fc R 1l. 

Of the Proprieff of fraying to '&+$ At Jfrtifn 

Trinciplts. 

» 

Dear F r iend, 

1H AD maintained tW, upon the 'Anah 'pnk- 
ciples, which you defend, "Chrift 'dagnt tfd %fe 
confidered as a proper obje£t of ' feltgious'tdtirjliip* 
4 "This," you fay, ?p. 374, '"/I, afreKed <5h 'tife 
" fuppofirioh that *a believer of this dofffme^e- 
" -lieges slfo the creation or this'worldj and afllU 
'* dependencies by Chrffc In luch a "fenle as to 
".imply that he juptwts all things by the word Iff 
c< his power," — that he is al Way spreferit' with us, 
ficc. But you add that, *** he who will" cSnfider 
ic what I have faidon thefubfeft of Reformation 
"of the world by Chrift, p. 143, &c. will nridf 
" that I have no fuch ideas is'thele^' 



That I 'Ihouft *\k 'tfategKt x tb h«vr> % % 
refpeft, mifftated your opinion, or to hav^ 
drawn any unfair conclufion from it, gave m$ 
much concern, becauie both were equally re- 
mote from my intention. But after a careful re- 
perufal of your Sermons, I muft own that I cannot 
help feeing them in the fame light; and therefore 
being of opinion, that what you advanced will 
folly authorize the conclufion I then drew from it. 

4 X« 



I.n jv up and 1,4^, you apply to Chrift what is 
faid in Heb, i. 1, &c. John!, i, &c. and Coll. 
i. 6, S^c. . No.vy 10 the firft qf thefe paflages it is 
expr<£Jy £id that At. upholds, all t&itgs by the word 
of bis %qv&K% qw\ ^Khet^cf, you uoderftand this of 
hjus 9^ Pfpjppr power,, or ^hat q( God hi* Father, 
it certainty ippplies. his co^a^t infpcftion of, aoc( 
i^fiifn^te pjrcfcnce M^ith^ every thing that he ha^ 
made * \^ c ^ yc^i fay. coraj^eheiOfJs this worlds 
and all its dependencies. 

In, the feco^4 P a ^ge» n? 1 only is it faid that aft 
tfwgs wqrt t/tyfe h* k™ (V C-. t^c logos) and with- 
qit hfc was npt qtq $bfflg yak t}at was made, but 
that in, hip yas ljfe K #& $e Ufa was the li%ht of 
$13, Aa4 w the kft of the three paffages it is 
%jdj tjiat Chrift }$ tyfw& all things, and fy binf alt 

Surely then in them is contained, even totidem 
WM**. t he ? C XY prepof^on which you fo ftropgly, 
djfclaim j fo that, adrpittipg tl\e creaj jon of thp 
world by, Chrift, I do not fee how you can hefitate 
Cp ad, npjt thaj f?e Hptylfab «ll tbtys fa the word 
»/*£ W> #M h P k the m^r jf £& and that 
Jl-Afejlffl (^ f««$ » ».w confequen,t|y that lip 
« I*Wl£ «f ?W wrftufg that is cequifitp 
«> conftitute him ft pnjper abjeft of religious 
w PjflW>* v »?- om»ift; ie njF e « !«4 » capacity to fug- 
fty W «ur *??«?? He Riuft b? ajgle tp hear and 

D 3 Betides, 
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Befides, the facred writers always afcribe the 
government of the world to the maker of it, whoever 
he be. The fame Being is our maker, and pre* 
Jerver, and we are exprefsly required to worjbip, 
and bow down, and kneel before him, as fuch. In 
whatever fenfe, therefore, it be true that Chrift is 
our maker, in the fame fenfe he muft be our 
governor, preferver, and benefactor, and therefore 
juflly entitled to what we call religious homage. 

You fay, indeed, p. 382, " It fhould not be 
forgotten that by religious worfliip I mean 
prayer addrefledto an invifible Being, fuppofed 
<c always prefent with us, and the difpofer of our 
" lot. The honour, obedience, and gratitude, 
" therefore, which we owe to Chrift do not amount 
f< to religious worfliip. The former is a part of 
" our duty as chrift ians. The latter we ought to 
" confine to that. one invifible Being, who is the 
cc fupreme difpofer of the lots of all beings, and 
" of whom we know that he is a conftant witnefs 
" to our thoughts and wifhes." 

Now, upon the Arianhypothefis, muft not Chrift, 
who a&ualiy made Adam and all men, and who, 
though in a manner incomprehenfible, and in^ 
vifible to us, fupports all things by the word of bis 
power, be always, and moft intimately prefent 
wuh us ? And having all power both in heaven 
and in earth, though as'the gift of God, is 'he not 
the immediate difpofer of our' lot.- That he is not 
the Jtfpreme, and ultimate ; difpofer of it, does not 

exclude 
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exclude him from being the proper objeft of our 
addreffes. If fo, a child ought never to have 
recourfe to his own father, but to God only, on 
whom both himfelf and his father depend. 

Accordingly, the propriety and obligation of 
praying to Chrift has been actually felt, and ac- 
knowledged, by all Arians till the prefent times. 
They have always paid him a worfhip which they 
ufually termed mediatorial, to diftinguHh it from 
that which they conceived to be appropriated to 
his God and Father. 1 am informed that it was 
the conftqnt practice of as reputable a perfon as 
any among the Arians, or any chriftian minifters 
now living, I mean Mr. Micaiah Twogood of 
Exeter, to addrefs a prayer to Chrift whenever he 
adminiftered the Lord's Supper. In this he afted 
in perfeft confiftency with his principles. For 
why fhould he not pray to a Being who, he be- 
lieved (though as, the inftrument, and by the com- 
mand of God) a&ually made and fupports him, 
who muft, of courfe, though invifible, be prefent 
to him, and who is to be his final judge. 

I muft therefore maintain, that it is the neceflary 
confequence of Arian principles, that Chrift be 
considered as the proper objeft of religious wor- 
fliip, and that his not being propofed to us in that 
chara&er by the facred writers, is a proof that 
they were not Arians \ and that however we may 
now underftand their language, they did not really 

" . D 4 mean 
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mean to fay that he was the maker of the vifible 
world ; and confequently that this is no genuine 
doftrine of revelation. 

Since then Chrift, on the principles of Arianifrn, 
is both the proper objeft of religious worfhip, and 
alfo exprefsly called God, even that God by wham 
all things were made. I cannot help faying that 
Arians believe in more Gods than one, and there- 
fore that they are by 00 means intitled to the ap- 
pellation of Unitarians. All that you can fay is 
that one of your Gods is fubordinate to the other. 
But fuch was alfo the belief of the Pagans ; and 
upon this principle they might difclaim the appel- 
lation of Polytbeijts, or Idolaters. When the lag 0$ 
is called God, it is evidently in a very different 
fenfe from that in which Mofes is called a God to 
Pharaoh, or in which men may be called Gods with 
refpeft to brute animals; There is no comparifon^ 
or figure of fpeech, implied in the former cafe* 
as there evidently is in the latter. The logos \% 
truly and properly God, both in name and p*wr% 

I am, &c, 
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LETTER HU 

Qftbe Silence of the thru firfi EvangtHJls *«w*» 
ing the Doltrsm of the Incarnation ^ and of the 
Dofirine of the primitive d$e$ if Chri/ticmiy. 

» 

Dear Friend, 

T Am rather fqrprized that you, who do npt pre- 
tend to believe the univerfal infpiration, or the 
infallibility, of the apoftles, ihottld lay fo much 
ftrefs as you do on the literal interpretation of 3 
very few particular paflages in their writings, and 
at the fame tipne overlook general cmfiderations y 
ftiggefted by their writings, which appear tame to 
be of infinitely rpore moment in deciding th$ qitef* 
tion between us. The filenqe of the three firft evan- 
gelifts on the fubjed c*f the incarnation of Chrlfl: 
jnuft appear, if properly attended to, of pnore real 
cpnfequence in fgpporting my opinion than a hun- 
dred fuch particular texts as you allege can be in 
lupport of yoijrs. Only afk yourfelf, whether with 
your prefent ideas on the fubjeft, you cou!4 fit 
down, and deliberately write an account pf Chrift, 
fbr the ufe of ftrangers arid pofterity, without 
ever calling him any thing more than a many or a 
prophet, and without faying any thing gf his incar- 
nation ; when you knew (as the evangelifts mqlj: 
haye done) tfutf tq the p«fqns fpr whpfe ufe yw 

wrote 
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wrote, the doftrine muft have been abfolutely 
novel, and muft have appeared in the higheft de- 
gree wonderful. And yet, of all the evangelifts, 
it is John only who, without exprefsly afTerting it, 
is thought to allude to this aftonifhing circum- 
fiance relating to their common matter, a chfcum- 
ftance which, in the opinion of all Arians, does 
him fuch infinite honour, and exhibits the chrif- 
tian fcheme to fuch advantage, that every thing 
fhort of it is confidered as little better than deifm. 

Without this doftrine you Arians even think 
the force of Chrift's example to be greatly lef- 
fened. " His quitting his pre-exiftent dignity, 
" and degrading himfelf to the condition of mortal 
"man, in order tp fave men;" you confider, 
p. 153, as <f an inftance of benevolence to which 
we can conceive no parallel, and which is pro- 
bably the admiration of angels." And yet you 
will not find even in John, that our Saviour makes 
any merit of this condefcenfion, as an inftance of his 
love for the human race^ though it is evident he did 
not wifh to conceal any circumftance that would 
tend to enhance the value of it in the efteem of hi$ 
difciples. For he, juftly and repeatedly, enlarges 
on the greatnefs of his love for them. Now what 
is it that he himfelf mentions as the greateft evi- 
dence of it ? It is his laying down his life for 
them, which is what any other man might have 
done, and which we are exprefsly required, by hi* 
his example, to do for one another. But what was 
all this, in your idea, to his quitting his pre-exiftent 

dignity ? 
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dignity? The bifhop of Clogher, after defcrib- 
ing the humiliation of Chrift in affuming a 
human body, fays, cc the dreadfulnefs of the 
cc ftate to which he thereby reduced himfelf is 
cc hardly conceivable to us, becaufe we were ne- 
€C ver fenfible of any thing better than our pre- 
€c fent exiftence. For any being, which had ever 
cc enjoyed the happinefs of heaven, and had been 

in pofleflion of glory with the Father, to be de- 
c prived thereof, and to be fent to dwell here, in 

this world, encompaffed with'mthe narrow limits 
c< of this earthly tabernacle, and the heavy organs 
cc made of flefh and blood, it mull, literally fpeak- 
€C ing, be, to fuch a being, a hell upon earth." 

But why do we find nothing of this in the 
evangelifts? If you will look into an excellent ar- 
ticle lately publiflied in the Theological Repofitory, 
you will fee that, much as we read in the fcriptures 
concerning thelove of Chrrilto us, and alfo concern- 
ing our love to him, die ground of it is never faid 
to be that with which you feel yourfelf fo deeply 
imprefied, p. 155. This writer examines every text 
in which mention is made of the love of Chrift. 
through die whole of the New Teftament, and he 
no where finds any mention of, or allufion to, a 
greater ground for it than his love to us, manifefted 
by his fuffering and dying for us. Could the 
jgreater ground that ftrikes your imagination fo 
inuch, viz. his condefcenfion to become incarnate 
for -us, have been overlooked by all thefe writers, 
if, in their icfea, this great event had ever taken 

place ? 
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pl*c?? Your owiifeeiu^% aft4 QWdu$&m*r 
ftrat^ it to, t>e ioppoJRbl* 

la pne {ingle paffage indeed, 2 Cor. viii. 0. we 
read, T* know the grate of $ur Lord Jefus $>?$* 
that though be was rifayetfor our Jakes be became 
poor, that ye through bis poverty might be made riqb+ 
But the phfafcs being rich, ^nd beiw poor, are nefc 
(yqpnymous tQ a ftat;e pf pre-exijlent %lovy P n t^fc 
one hand 9 and a voluntary abdication of it, on the 
other, though fuch an interpretation fuits ypur 
hy£othefi$ f Unitarians, you know, think th$ 
paflage admits of a different and rnprp natiir^ 
interpretation* agreeable to theif principles. At 
any rate, however, you would never reft a dbo 
tjinp pf thU naagwitude oft the (ypppted WtyWNS 
qf 4 fingle e^e%R, m»p*fcftty %prvi^fk 

CpaftJer 4*9 the ©ear connexion, therein be- 
tween the %pofe4 qtiwcukw conceptm of Chri$ 
%i>d his incarnation ^ ^nd fay whether it be 3; all pro? 
table* that ijny perfpn profeffi qg to write the h$ory 
Qf the former, as Luke does, a»nd Matthew is fup 7 
ppfetf «e 4q, fliould relate the particulars of it, 
vA W>t rpentiao the frtwr, if they |i#l fcnpwij 
»ny fting pf it? Dq ^ny Ariaijs„ eyeo PQW (yith- 
«ut writing ? r?§ukr faftpry of thrift, but only 
fcci4emaUy mentioning tlje fybjeft^ as in fermoip 
$pd other difcourfes) ever fpeak of this body mi- 
yaculpufty prepared for him, without mentioning 
tjie dignity of the iqhjabitanf: for whpjn jt Tvaspre T 
j> VS4 \ If ypu «^Qd to the fubjeft^ flic iUence of 

theft* 



%hefe toto «VahgeKfts bbhfcermhg the do&iftfle <ef 
Irfcarnatfon cannot but appear e^traordinsfryj eVdh 
$o yduffeff. R» toy opinion, Mark could not hatfe 
Tailed to Havre 'Mentioned the miraculous ceWcap- 
^ibftinfcisMftb'ry df Chnft, had he eveY hteand 'of 
*ifo», arid mtjch tefc would any«of the evangthfts 
•haVe ft^prtfied the ttrehticta -of To mndh <mdre 
wbTia^rYol a tfrcumftatKfe rdatihg to 'their maftay 
tts Vh* Hf Ms Wt&ndtidhy if they 'had known tfty 
¥h*«& about ft. 

• <t «oV*«i|»irta»t," yo* aJfb Very naturally lift 
b. \h$, •"Wuftteethe fervice which Chrilt, at a 
"Wingof !aV#y fifp€Vi«r nature to -man, HXttut 
* & 'ftetftrA/' A<Wd y*t ft fc never *«fcfofft»5d 
ih <»rrS Hhfct 'give Hfs *h idea of «* being 
3fto?e SMfai afty 'cfffie* ifnan nfiight 'have ip*- 
ttVBfta. We ^e^ched, he declared 'efce'triH-fef 
j €Rtd, 'aH8 'performed miracles >ih his tfltametfit 
%Hefe«e^«e«hofeY»ly dedferiftg whdt, iaccbfding 
*o ydurfyftemv 5nrft >^ n ^ fe 'betfnah ? ccj«h*>cMibn 
'fhWBt <#uM do WtMnjr of <biMfilf> and that >fbe 
fca&er'&ttBih 'Him md 'the KMrks) and k%4ie 
»died, a»d by <he|towerof God tris -"Father he was 
•Vaiftd f rr6m -the dead. Now is not aH Wis ipre- 
'dicfcWe'bf a Jwifc, "afidddeis • it net *beft ! foitthe!cha- 
¥a$er of a man, afewfr, as Peter calls him, 'd^- 
tyvttii'tpGwljby Jfyb, and 4*>ondtrf,tvbkb GtlJ did 
by him? 

PeMStlfte'ridw to make *»fe <Jf ( art6th(*r argu- 
ment, arwthbugh you may think it has lib great 

weight,- 
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us that for which you contend bad any ttnfteft&fe 
tin the beginning of the fourth century. Belbte 
that time, via. about the beginning of the fecofrl 
century, die Platonixing chriftians had adopted th^ 
idea of the divinity of Chrift, as lYitpmfomfid, but ft**. 
treated, togot cf the Father, united ro a human body 
and a toman foul, while the common people tafei 
theorjgmal do&rine xXtiutfimpU humanity ofChrift * 
dut I aflfert that yowt opinion, viz. that thte intdiv- . 
gent principle in Chrift was of zjuperimgetic naton, 
end yet treated nut x>f nothing, that kTuperifeded the 
trie of a proper human fad, and that Rich acroatsA 
toeing was tehe creator of the world under God, was 
not adopted by «ny fed: of chriftaaAs whatever, 
Jfeeteed **• uniearited, till about the time of Arias. 
Afld could tht true doJfcrme of the afpoftles kavfc 
been imrraedkfcety foft* and fcave remained «n~ 
kftown to all Dbfe ohri&iim worlds from their dimte 
•till fe 4ate a per rod? I* eM this time were tbdne 
. nt> chfciftians who twiderftfced the ink fenfe of 
•the ^brtptferes on fc ftbjeA, Which Iras *the uin- 
verfal t^pic <rfdtfcvfTtoft,*$ it *has been fkrra that 
age to this day ? On this topic, I have long 
carHed for the reply »df teamed Artans* of *this 
«nd orher coiantries^ tot 'Mdhetto 4 ft&Me called ki 
Vain* 

* 

I am, Sec. 
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LETTER IV. 



Of Agrumnts from particular Texts* and thofe 
drawn from the Reafon of Things % and of the 
Connexion between any Opinion concerning the 
ferfon of Cbrift and the Belief of Cbrijlianity in 
general* 

Dear Friend, 

YOU are pleafed to fay, p. 391, that mine is 
the only Socinian hypothesis which you 
could adopt, if you were to leave your prefenfr 
Sentiments, without rejecting chriftianity. I cannot 
wonder at this, becaufe it appears to me to be by 
far the moll rational fyftem of chriftianity, and 
being the mod: defenfible> it is fuch as thofe who 
hold it, are the leaft likely to give up. But I fee 
nothing of the fuperior fenfe in difcerning, or the 
fuperior candour in acknowledging it, which yon 
afcribe to me. It is only difcerning and acknow- 
ledging that a man is a man, that without divine 
illumination one man could not know more than 
any. other man, and that without fupernatural 
affiftance he could not do more than another man. 

So far am I from thinking that it requires any 
torturing of the fcriptures 9 to /nake them fpeak 
, E " this 
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this language concerning Chrift, that I think it %& 
the only fenfe that can be put upon them without 
torture. It is the only one that is agreeable to 
the uniform tenor of them. On the contrary,, 
ycur opinion of <roe nofen being; the maker of the 
world, and of all other men, though I once 
believed it myfelf, now appears to me a moft 
extravagant hyporhefis, anfwesmg. no porpofe but 
that of giving, a literal interpretation to a very 
few t&sts, which much mere naturally admit a 
(Sffeceafc coftftruclion, F©r you muft know that, 
in nuny cafes, the literal interpretation of aa 
cxprcfiion is the moft unnatural of all others. 

If you look off from thofcfiw texts, and iWfpjt 
Mr thzrefifiw.of things* which is better than~a 
hwodifed commendatory ym cannot. Co much a* 
knagine aay reafon why the redemption, of rtiftn^ 
iv'md from fupcrftitiqn a*id Jn s with its. attendaiife 
4&tb (which,is the only redemption* that- bfpoker* 
q£ ia the -frri^furos),. fh^Jd^require the incarnation 
o£fuch f a< being as- your logem arid you gjive up 
paany advantages, which ar-ife from the idea of a 
iftaa like ojurfUlve&being; employed as a meflfenger 
fxomi Godj to man* In my opinion, the Trim** 
toiaBjdocUmfr is much more plaufibly fupported 
featfc hy paffajges; of fcripture; (for its advocate* 
^aft» rar fen your one) and. by,rea£>n* a© they 
alkgr that; firn* being of an; infinite magnitude* 
requires an infinite fatisfa&ion ;. fo that your logos* 
dr«wn* life Clarice- s,. chir eternal creator of the 
whok wiiiverfei wasjunequal to-iu 

To 



Rev. D*. PRICE. 51 

To you, 1 know, I need to make no apotogy for 
liiis freedom ; and I am perfuaded you will bear 
With me if I fay farther j that .as the Arlan hypo- 
thetic role confiderably later than the Triri^ 
tariari, fo I doubt not it will vanifli before it. I 
do mt tkpt& to fee the extiriftiori of the TrJni- 
tariaii do&rine, betaufe.it has got fuch hold of tht 
tomtrxon pedple, and ha$ alio the fu^port of tht 
Civil powers; but, according to th^ codrfe 6f 
hatttre, I may hope td fee an Arian confidered 
as a rare pheriomenoh. 

You have done me juftice, and yoUrfelf credit, 
by producing at length my arguments for fup- 
pofing that by the power given to Chrift,- of 
railing the dead, and judging the world, nothing 
more was meant than fuch a power as might have 
been imparted to any other man. Bin I wifli you 
had offered fomethirig in reply to them before you 
had pronodhced, as you do, p; 392, that 'my 
fcheme is <c fuch as cannot be admitted *i£hout 
*' either tdrtimng the fcriptures, or renouncing 
* c thtlr authority;" 

In my opinidn, and that of many others,- what 
jrou have quoted from my Letters is an eafy and 
Natural account of the phrafeology on Which you 
build fo tntich, and an illoftration of it by its 
a&ual ufe on different occafions. For this I appeal 
to our common readers; as alfo Whether the 
inftrtoation of any danger of renouncing the 

E 2 authority 
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authority of the fcriptures ought to have bees 
thrown out fo lightly. For it may be fuppoled that, 
in your ferious opinion, the belief of chriftiairity 
itfdf is incompatible with my idea of it. 

Indeed, my friend, we are not qualified to judge 
for one another in this cafe. Otherwife, conlidering 
how incredible your dodrine appears to me, viz, 
that of a created being, in the form of a man, and 
not at all diftinguifhablc from other men by any 
vifible property or circum (lance whatever (one who 
was born and died ; who ate, drank, and flept, 
like other men, and who did nothing that any other 
man, equally aided by God, might not have done) 
being the creator of the world, that I might be 
tempted to fay that no fcheme can be true which fup- 
pofes it. For it is not poffible that your mind fhould 
more revolt at my opinion, than mine docs at yours. 

But I check myfelf before I draw any fuch con- 
clufion. For the plain hiftorical evidence of the 
certainty of thofe fads which eftablifh the truth of 
chriftianity, is fo very clear and ftrong, that though 
I fhould. fee that the belief of them would draw 
after it the belief of that doctrine, I fhould not hefi- 
tate to embrace it; fo that I lhould very contentedly, 
and thankfully, be an Arian rather than no chrif- 
tian. Indeed, fo unfpeakably valuable is the great 
hope of the gofpeJ, the revelation of a future life, 
that I would admit aimoft the whole fyftem of 
popery, and (hut my eyes to every thing that only 

appeared 

4 
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appeared incomprehenfible, and not an abfolute con- 
tradition y rather than abandon it. And notwith- 
ftanding whit you have here, and elfewhere incau-" 
tioufly "dropped, I am confident, you would con- 
feot to be not only almoft, but altogether, what I am, 
an Unitarian, a Necefiarian, and even a Materialift, 
rather than no chriftian at all. By this time you 
muft have feen that I am far from being fingular 
in my opinions ; and you cannot fay that as yet 
there appears any ground of apprehenfion from 
them. Of the dead we may fpeak, and where was 
there a better chriftian than Dr. Jebb ? 

But though with myfelf, and fome others, who 
were both educated chriftians, and have given 
particular attention to the evidences of chriftianity, 
they will preponderate againft thefe difficulties, it 
may not be the cafe with all. Many perfons will. 
very naturally firft confider what is propofed to 
them, before they give any attention to the evidence 
for it at all ; and when they are told that, if they 
embrace chriftianity they muft believe that the world 
was made by an inhabitant of Judea (for in that 
light, however the thing may be difguifed, and 
foftened, to your mind, it will appear to them) it 
is very poffible the bufinefs may end there, and 
they may inquire no farther about it. If this be 
made a neceffary preliminary, I am fatisfied, from 
my own obfervations, that we muft for ever defpair 
pf the convetfion of the Jews, 

E3 This 
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- This was not the cat wkH Aranifm wbca it 
was ftartfd. For it found the world i» the belief 
of prc-exijieucc and mawfUim\ fo chat neither 
philofop ers, nor ite vulgar* few apy ffring W 
pbjfcdl tq ic on tljaf account, #Ht \hn&fc is wi4?|y 

I am, &c. 



BETTER V. 

|0///b Meaning ofjcfrn vi. 32, *»*/ ofChrifi dwell- 
ing bimfclf of the Power of working Miracles. 

Pe a r Fri.enr, 

YOU fay, p r 392, that Jobfl vl $%* Wkrt ajtdif 
yQuJbouldfee the Son tf w#u afmd up wfcfv H 
was befcxe, ^ h as decifive 4 decoration of Ghs$ ? * 
" pre-exiftence as words qyi vfiU expiieV But 
the phrafes this is my body, and *xc4$t y$ eat, tM 
flejh, of the Son of wan, pnd frinfc hif hUo^ 2* k®W 
no life in you, are as expref$ declarations of, dip 
do&rine qf tranfubftan action. £Jfo. why oijr Lprd 
fays of the Comforter* literally interpret^, is a* ex- 
ippcfs a declaration of the pfrfonalipy of the fcjaly 
spirit. And yet you receive neither of thefe doc? 
tfinps. hit fays, Johp xvj # 7. 13. If I depart J 

will 
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njoiUfcni iimmfcyouj and beftutH notjpeak of bimjdf, 
ha miuttfaever be/bdl bear, tbatftkdl bijpeal> ahd 
be miHJbfao you tbmgs to /some* He jhall gior/jy &$*, 
for be /ball receive of mine, and faall fhew it unto 
you* On your principle, of literal interpretation, 
we have here an acceuiu of a pertan clearly diftirtd 
from God, or Chrifh 

If we wiU allow of no figores of Ipwch, in fuch 
books as thofe of icripture, we mutt admit the 
greateft abfurdities. And you cannot fcgi more 
reki&arae to admit the figurative interpretation of 
this paiTage in John, than Luther felt togive a fimiter 
interpretation to thofe parages which feem so aflerc 
the real prefence of Chrift in the eocharift* as you 
may fee in the Hiftory of tbe Reformation by Btau- 
fore, a work which I have juft perufed with the 
greateft fatisfa&ion. 

QnCarolftadt's defending the do&rine of Zuingl'uas 
on the fubjeft of the eucharift, he fetd, " Two 
" perfons wrote to me on the fame fubjeft, add 
"even treated it with more ability than Carolftadt, 
H not torturing the words of fcripturt as fee did 5 
u but i find that I am taken, and have no way 
"•to efcape, For the te*t of the evangelift is too 
M plain* and too exprefs, to admit of any other 
4< fenfe." Vol. Hi. p, 124. And 'When the Land- 
grave propofcd a conference at MarpUfg between 
the German and Swifs divines on the fubjeft, 
" Luther premifed that he would ttot depart from 
** the Hterai fenfe of the *words fbis is my body* 

- E 4 " becaufe 
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cc becaufe, they appeared too clear, and cxprefs, to 
44 admit any other, and, that he would not hear fenfc, 
44 or refcfon, when God had fpoken." Vol. iv. p. 148. 

The whole difcourfe in which this expreffion, on 
which you lay fo much ftrefs, occurs, is full of the 
ftrongeft figures. For good reafons* np doubt, 
our Lord feems to have intended by it to ftagger 
and confound his hearers. All the difciples, except 
the twelve, abfolutely left him upon it, and even 
they were in great danger of being offended. And ' 
it is an expreflion in this very enigmatical difcourfe 
(continued jndeed, but in the fame ftrain, after the 
multitude Had left him) a difcourfe in which nothing 
is exprefied in a natural manner, that you infill 
mull: be interpreted literally* 

Befides, the literal interpretation of this very 
pafiage, does not in reality accord with the fenti- 
ments of Arians, or of any fed of chriftians, except 
thofe of the Polifh Socinians. For it would imply 
that the human nature of Cbrift had been in heaven * 
becaufc it is faid, not that the Son of God, but 
that the Son of man had been there. Befides, the 
phrafe where he was before is not fynonymous to 
heaven* nor is the time when the Son of man was 
there, or any where elfe, mentioned in this paf- 
fage ; io that much muft be fupplied before it can 
, be made to fay mush to your purpofe. 

Though I rejed your interpretation of this text, 
1 do not pretepd to be quite fctisfied with ^ny other 

interpretation 



Rev. Dr, PRlCt S7 

'interpretation of it. I ^m, however, abundantly 
Satisfied that yours is not the true one. And this 
is far from being the only text about which the beft 
critics cannot entirely pleafe therofelves. For my 
. parr, I fhould much fooner have recourfe to the 
idea of Chrift's aftual afcent into heaven, or of his 
imagining that he had been carried up thither^ in a 
rvifion, which (like that of Paul) he hacojeen able 
to diftinguifh from a reality, at the time that he re- 
ceived his commiffion, than to yours, of his hav- 
. ing exifted in an unembodied ftate before the cre- 
ation of the world, and his having left fome ftate 
of great dignity and happinefs, when he came 
hither. 

That this hypothefis is no proper clue to our 
Lord's real meaning, is I think fufficiently evident, 
from the utter impoffibility of the apoftles under- 
ftanding him to mean any fuch thing. For, no 
doubt, they, at that time, confidered their matter, 
though the Meffiah, as a mere man, who had no 
more pre-cxifted than they themfelves had, 

I cannot help obferving, on this occafion, that 
neither yourfelf, nor any other perfon, has attempted 
any folution of the difficulty 1 fuggefted, from the 
filence of the writers of the New Teftament with 
refpedt to the difcovcry of the pre-exiftent dignity 
of Chrift, whenever it was made to them. To 
have been informed that Jefus, with whom they 
had lived in the greateft intimacy, as a brother* was 

^eir maker y muft have aftonilfted them as much as 

if 
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If thtf had been told thit John the Baptift fad 
been that great fuperangetic being; becaufe they 
■were no more prepared to receive the one than, 
the other. But what traces do you perceive of 
the apoftles being im pre fled as they muft ne- 
ceffarily have been, upon the difcovery of a thing 
of fo extraordinary a nature f How muft fuch an 
opiniotuhave been ridiculed by the unbelieving 
Jews, And what marks do we find, in the Ads 
of the Apoftles, of their having lb much as heard 
of fudi an opinion being advanced by any chris- 
tians? It is as evident from this consideration as 
any negative can be, that no fuch opinion as that 
of Chrift having been the maker of the world, was 
ever taught by the apoftles; and therefore any in- 
terpretation of their waitings, which implies their 
teaching it, muft be wrong, whether we be able 
to hjt upon the true fenfe of them or not. 

To be explicit with you, I would not, as you 
lay, p ? 394, « build an article of faith of fuch 
"magnitude, on the correftnefs of John's rccpl- 
" ledtion, ^nd reprefentation, of our Lord's Ian- 
M guage." So ftrange ?md incredible does your 
hypothefis appear to me, that rather than admit ir, 
I would fuppofe the whole verfc to he an interpola- 
tion, or that the old apoftlc dictated one thing, and 
his amanuenfis wrote another. For you would not 
fcruple to fay as much if you had found any paf- 
fage, in which it was (aid that Mpfes, or any of 
the old prophets, had been th<? maker of the 
^orld. . 

As 
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Aft to the <Ufftetflfy which you fogged, p. $96, 
about Chrift, di veiling, hi rnfclf of his pow'cr of 
working u>iraclf$, whw hcumr properly had 
my Cmh p&wer (whi^h to yo«r excellent fcimoa 
on the refurf f #ion of ]Uzari*s, you yourfelf t4n 
mit) it is, in my appjehenfion, no difficulty # all, 
Had Jefu$ (to fuppofe pn impqflibility) been in- 
clined to exert a miraculous power of an impro- 
per kind, or at an improper feafon, I haye no 
doubt but that his inclination would have been 
over-ruled, by that great Being by whofe power 
alone he acknowledged that the miracles were 
wrought. But when his will perfe&ly coincided 
with that Qf his Father, if is not at all extraordi- 
nary, that he fhould be faid to renounce a power 
which he had exercifed, when he only ceafed to 
requcft the farther ufc of it, from a full cooyicc 
lion that it ought nof to be expf eifed any longer. 

You fay, p. 396, that** the gofpel hiftory gives 
t* W reafon for feejievfcig lh» Chrift poflefied 4 
?' paper ef woffciag avittclp* more permanently, 
€i a$ wel) as ia a higher degree, through the (pirit 
* which wa§ given #\m without meafure." But* 
ftttl, }(' k wsi4r*f*#fr tb* fpirit which trw given to 
hin\> it wa* w> pww*f kit *m> W*l i? theiefw* 
no argi^rnem far hk pre-e*ifte«*t dignity, aad fu- 
perior nature, but the contrary* For the fame 
fright have been imparted to any other man, 
Nay he himfctf d«$ virtually aflfert as much, when 
he feys> that when he fhould be removed from them, 
}*» ap9$es would do greater things than he had 

done. 
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done. For if thejr did greater things, they mull 
have had greater power. If one paftage muft be 
interpreted literally, why not another ? Have Arians 
the exclufive privilege of chufing what texts to 
interpret literally, and what figuratively ? 

I am, &c. 



— WW 



LETTER VI. 



Of the Influence of Prejudice and Imagination in 

interpreting Scripture.. 

: Dear Friend, 

■|N reading thehiftory of controverfies, which 
T tends to throw great light on the principles of 
of human nature, and the human mind, we are 
perpetually aftonifhed at the grofs miftakes of very 
able and very honeft men. But the wonder al- 
ways arifes, from our not placing ourfelves pre* 
cifely in their fuuation, and efpecially from our 
not cpnfidering the fixed principles they had ao 
quired in their earlieft years* Nothing furprifes 
Protdtents of the prefent day more than the diffi- 
culty with which the doftrine of tranfubftantia* 
tion was abandoned by the faft reformers, an ex* 
* * ample 
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ample of which we have in the conduit of Lu- 
ther mentioned above. But whatever a man's 
fixed principles are, and however they were ac* 
quired, he argues from them as indubitable 
maxims, and likewife interprets fcripture by them, 

Luther's conduit (however it may appear to 
us who were not educated wich his prejudices) in 
his obftinately adhering to the literal interpretation 
of the words of Chrift, is more excufeable than 
that of the Arians, withrefpett to thedoltrine of 
creation by Cbrift > becaufe it is well known, that 
the term creation is ufed in the fcriptures in twq 
fenfes, one of which implies nothing more than a 
renovation, or change-, as when men are faid to be 
created anew in Cbrift Jefus, and God is faid to 
create Jerufalem a rejoicing* and her people a joy. 
Confequently, we are not obliged by the ufe of 
any word, in the fcripture fenfe of it, to fuppofe 
that Chrift properly created any thing* And 
though the word logos is applied to Chrift in the 
book of Revelation, where he is, or at leaft is 
fuppofed to be, meant by the perfon whofe name is 
tolled the word of God, yet when the word of God is 
faid to create any thing, it is never to be under- 
ftood of Chrift, but of the power of the Father 
only, as when it is faid that by the word of the Lord 
were the heavens made, and all the boft of them by 
the breath of his mouth. 

On this account, I cannot help confidering 
your literal interpretation of thofe texts, which 

afcribc 
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afcribe tile creation of fhe material MoM to Chrrft 
Mj in reality* amftt/arvi. I cannot, however* helji 
approving of your cortdoA in one refpe&, viz* 
irt ctinotfting the doftrine of the pre-cxiftence 
of GhriA, .with that, of his creation of all Ibiup. 
For fcertainly the fame texts of fcripiure provd 
both* or neither. Ikfides, if no great office be 
afcribed' to ham before his incarnation; re caftnot 
be known whether, he was any thing more than 4 
htoitoan foul, for which no body Jiad been imiti6-* 
4>ately provided (*nd which* according to your 
idea ef an unembodied foul, was altogether inca-* 
pable of aftion, or even fenfation) fo that aU the 
fitblime of the fchemc, that which recommend* it 
K) rrnAy, absolutely vanishes* 

Th^e is in every general fcheme bf cbfiftianityi 
(as you call the doftrine concerning the perfon oi 
Chrift) fomething that forcibly ftrifces the ima- 
gination* fome leading principle t or maxim, whichj 
whether it be exprefely fouhd in the words of fcrip-; 
tiirt* or not* is at kaft fuppofed tot be implied, and 
atiuded to in them. Thui the Trinitarians think 
k abfolutely neceffary that f< the infinite evil of 
" fin be atoned (or by the fufferings of an Wih 
" fiitfte Being ;'* and though thtfy ffdd no fuch 
" maiitfr in the fcripturea (.bat ir* faft the contrary* 
is in all fuch pfeifoge!* as thofe in which God k 
faid to forgive fins for bis ovt>*foke, bis n*me'sf*&*i 
or bis mercy 9 s fake) yet they cannot but think 
that Chrift muft ntceffaril} bfc God^ havirrg fotne- 
thing to do that God only cowid eaedute* 

Others 
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• Odttts ar« ftruck wfcti the idea of u the lame 
w perfon being the maker dF the world, the; itote* 
" dium of all the divine communications with it, 
u and finally the redeemer of ic/ r They camtot 
therefore be fatwfied without fuppofing Gh? ft' t& 
be poflfeflfed of powers equal to the rriakmg of the* 
world, and eoftfejuemljr to have been of a fttpfcr-* 
angelic nature. Dr. Clarke even ferupled to calf 
him a mature, but confidered him as a kind of 
flecefiiry appendage to the altriigfcty Fatfier, a* 
the hand by which he operated. 

» 

Nothing of this, however, is found in the fcrijw 
tures; and whenever mention is made of the crea- 
tion of the heavens or the earthy it is always afcFi&ed 

fcothe Father only, who firetcbed out the heave* $ fy 
himfelf, without any affiftant, or inftrument what- 
evferj but ftill the idea is fo fplendid, and axp* 
tkratrxig, that the imagination cannot quit it. You 
however* compelled by the evidence of fcripture 
(which peprefents the Father as not having fpdkeij 
to mankind by his fan till the lafi days} content 
ypurfelf with making Chriflr equal to the creation 
of the earth and its appendages, and fancy (for 
you muft excufe me, if, fince it is not contained 
in the fcriptures, I fey ydu only fancy) that fome 
mifchief had been* done to this world by an an- 
gelic being, which could only be repaired by a 
being of a fuperangelic nature, though the mif- 
chief be undefinable, and the manner in which the 
remedy (viz. tha death* of Chrift) operated- be 

equally 
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equally indefinable, which certainly throws art 
obfcurity over the fcheme, 

Laftly, Others being ftaggered at the idea 
of Chrift having made the heavens and the earth 
(a province which he never claimed himfelf, and 
which is never exprefsly afcribed to him) are 
fatisfied with giving him fimple pre-exiftence> with- 
out determining his rank in the fcale of being at all, 
or knowing when his being commenced. This I 
con fid er as the pooreft of all fchemes, and leaft. 
worth contending for, as you alfo feem to think by 
not adopting it. 

All this while the (imple doctrine of Chrift be** 
ing a man, though he is always fo called in fcrip- 
turc, and he is always reprefented as having felt 
and affed, in all refpe&s, like a man, aflifted by 
God, is wholly overlooked, becaufe there is no- 
thing in it to ftrike the imagination. They fee no 
grandeur or beauty, in the fcheme to make it 
defirable to them; and yet in the writings of the 
apoftle Paul we find a general maxim which ap- 
plies to no other fcheme whatever, viz. that as by 
man comes deaths fo by man comes alfo the refurreftion 
of the dead. Thus, in njy opinion, many, over- 
looking the plain fenfe of fcripture, teach for 
do&rihes the vain imaginations of men. 

You no doubt fee my opinion in fome fuch 
unfavourable light; and nothing remains but that, 

with 
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With mutual candour, we exhibit our relpc&ive 
opinions with their proper evidence; being all of 
us perfuaded> that the time is coming, when the 
whole chriftian world will embrace our opinion, 
and that in due time, all thofe who now think dif- 
ferently from us, will come to think juft as we do, 
and wonder that they fhouJd ever have thought 
fetherwife* 

I am, &c: 



"■ M hL 



LETTER VII. 

&/ the Mofaic Hijtory of the Fall of Man, and the 

Conclufion. 

\ 70U enlarge very much* in this Appendix, on 
X the opinion I have advanced concerning the 
Mofaic hiftory of the fall of man, and you had re- 
prefented it (though it feems without knowing it 
td be mine) as " unworthy of particular notice j" 
and yet when you come to (late your own opinion 
on the (ubjeft, I cannot perceive any ground for 
fuch an opprobious diftinftion between them. I 
confider the account that Mofes has given as bis 

F own. 
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own, fince he no where fays that it is not, and' 
confequently the belt that he could colleA from 
tradition; and having particularly examined it, 
I fcrupled not to call it a very lame one. I wifli, 
however, that inftead of the term lame, I had faid 
imperfeSty which has the fame meaning, and might 
have given lefs offence. Now, what do you fay of 
it? "lam inclined, p. 376, to look upon the 
" Mofaic hiftory of the creation, the fall, the de- 
" luge, &c. as a popular hiftory, which fhould be 
<c read with great allowances, for the antient man- 
<c ner of inftrufition by emblems and hieroglyphics. 
€C But I pay more regard to.it than Dr. Prieftlcy 
" feems to do." That no doubt you do. But then 
I fee no reafon for this fuperior regard. If it be 
after all but a popular hijlory, and of courfe not 
ftriftly and philofbphically true, and if the inter- 
pretation be fo very difficult, what can we cer- 
tainly learn from it? Interpret this as you do the 
paffages that fpeak of the creation of all things 
by Chrift in the New Teftament, and fee what it 
will then make for Arianifm. 

You fay, on this occafion, p. 376, that I do not 
"allow of fcriptural authority." But indeed, my 
friend, you lhould have exprefled yourfelf with 
more caution. No man can pay a higher regard 
to proper fcriptural authority than I do ; but neither 
I, nor I prefume yourfelf, believe implicitly every 
thing that is advanced by any writer in the Old 
or New Teftament. I believe all the writers, 
without exception to have been men of the greateft 

4 probity, 
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probity, and to have been well informed of every 
dung of confequence of which they treat $ but at 
the fame time I believe them to have been men x 
and confequently fallible, and liable to miftake 
with refpeft to things to which they had not given 
much attention, or concerning which they had 
not the means of exaft information $ which I take 
to be the cafe with rcfpe£l to the account that 
Mofes has given of the creation and the fall of 
man. 

It is on this principle only, that the. evidence of 
revelation can be defended; and if we go upon 
any other, we load ourfelves with infurmpuntable 
difficulties, as you would have been ftill more fen- 
fible of, if you had written as much as I have done 
in defence of revealed religion. Do not then 
fay, in fuch general and unqualified language, 
that I do not allow of fcripture authority. For if 
that was the cafe, I could pot be a believer in re- 
velation, which I am confident is not your opi* 
nion, or an opinion that you would be the means 
of propagating among others, who, on your au- 
thority, would be ready enough to adopt it, and 
propagate it ftill farther. 

1 do not, in this letter, difcufs the fubjeft of the 
fall of man»be,caufe I have already adyanced what I 
think fufficient about it, and what I have as yet feen 
no reafon to retraft, in the Theological Repqfitory 
under the fignature of Pamphil us. For the 
fame reafon neither do I now fay any thing in de- 

F 2 fence 
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fence of what I there advanced on the natural 
fallibility and peccability of Chrift. But l^ omn M 
that, inftead of feeing my opinions merely exhi- 
bited, with every circumftance that can tend to 
make them appear frightful, and excite the horror 
of the generality of readers (which is all chat has 
yet been done by any of my opponents) they 
would produce their ftrong reafons againft them. 
They can hardly fuppofe that fuch conduft will 
much affe£t me, and its effeft on our readers is 
only temporary, and may be unfavourable to their 
purpofe in the end. When the moft frightful ob- 
jects have been viewed very often they ceafe to 
appear frightful, and it is no uncommon thing for 
men to become the nioft attached to thofe things 
to which they at firft had the greateft averfion. 

As to the doftrine concerning the per f on of 
Chrift, you and I do not differ (6 much, but that 
we agree in this, that, at the laft day, the inquiry 
will not be. what we thought of him, but whether 
we have oheyed his commands, and efpecially that 
great command, of loving his brethren, and con- 
fequcntly of (hewing all poflible candour to them. 
Looking for, and bafting unto, that great day, I am, 

With the affe&ion of a brother, 

Dear Friend, 

Yours fincerely, 

J. PRIESTLEY. 

BIRMINGHAM, 

NOVI MBEK, I787* 
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Of Mr. Ho%vts 9 s un can did Tnfinuations. 

. Gentle mjbn, 

T Ana happy to find that, in confequ^nce of the 

* jftidrtfs which I took die liberty to make to 

you, on the fufcgefl; of fubfcription to artkhs of 

faiths and of the prcfcnt controverfy relating to 

the per/on ef Cbrifi^ others have f ikewife addreffed 

themfelves to you 5 and as I do not wifh to have 

fairer umpires in the cafe, it is with peculair fatif- 

faftion that I once more folic it your attention, and 

before your tribunal make any defence, in anfwer 

tcr^feveral charges advanced agamft me by different 

perfon*, and especially by Mr. Howes, a learned 

member of your church. Thefe charges affeft 

my late theological writings in general, my moral 

cfcara&er, and the itierit$ of the qufcftibn in debate, 

F 4 According 
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According to Mr. Howes {Appendix to bis fourth 
volume, p, 7 J my Hijiories of the Corruptions of 
Cbrifiianity, and of early opinions concerning Jefus 
Cbrijt, with the trafts I have written in defence of 
them, are " a huge mafs of hiftorjcal, critical^ 
*\ metaphyfical, and theological romance," and 
not of an inftru&ive or entertaining kind, as ro- 
mances might be. Speaking of Epiphanius, 
whofe authority, you know, is not the higheft 
among the chriftian Fathers, he fays, p. 41. cc If 
" I found a hundredth part of the miftakes, inac- 
f€ curacies, and romances in the hiftory of Epi- 
" phanius, as in Dr. Prieftley's own hiftories, I 
" fhould readily give him up as an incompetent 
" witnefs." 

Alluding to my fmall pretenfions to philofophy, 
he fays, p. 23. '* While oftenfibly they pretend 
to aft upon philofophical principles, they in 
reality only difplay a different mode of exert- 
ing a blind and impetuous feftarian zeal, and 
« daily commit the fame ravages with their pens 
upon the venerable remains of chriftian anti- 
quity, which their .predeceffors,. the Mahometan 
. c * Unitarians, did with fire and fword, by deftroy- 
5 ing or mangling all the authentic memorials of 
the chriftian religion in antient ages; and this 
in order to favour pretended high antiquity of 
their own Unitarian fe6t, x>f the exiftence of 
" which I can in fad find no evidence before the 
" agp of rSpcinus in 1 500 after Chrift, but at teaft 
$t not in the two firft centuries." 

As 
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As to my pretenGon of having truth for the 
'obje<5t of my inquiries, Mr. Howes absolutely 
ridicules it, as you will find in the following ex- 
ordium to his laft work, which is fo eloquent, 
that I cannot forbear giving it in tire. i€ The 
" fpirit of defputation," p. 1. cc is like a magic 
" glafs, * which inverts the whole creation ; that 
ic is no longer light which we fee, nor that real 
" fubftance which we feel ; it teaches us to doubt 
ic even our own exiftence ; all the attainments of 
human fcience, all the ancient traditions of re- 
ligion, all the memorials of written hiftory, all 
the flow and accumulated knowledge of pad 
ages, are made to difappear like a vifion, are 
difplaced, diftorted, and annihilated, whenever 
they Hand in the way of a new and favourite 
hypothefis ; which has been haftily perhaps taken 
up at firft by a falfe fpirit of philofophy, nurfed 
by the fubtle fpirit of metaphyfics, and de- 
fended by a wrangling fpirit of difputation; 
c< all of thefe fufficient enemies to truth to he 
c< both able and willing to disfigure every feature 
cc of it, and this alfo in the very moment when 
<f the mbft flattering promifes arc made of an 
" inviolable attachment to truth and truth only. 

4< Few," he fays, p. 15, " too few perhaps, 
cc may be inclined along with myfelf to fearch for 
" truth with caution and candour, or to embrace it 
* * when difcovered. Therefore it has been for the 
" few alone that my obfervattoos have been cal- 
culated. From thofe who bring religious or 
* c difputatious prejudices along with them I can 

" expeft 
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expe&oo good; if while they oftenfively profefs 
the caufe of truth only, they bring with them a 
" lurking envy aft the emoluments of the eftablifhed 
" church ; and though called by Elijah to follow 
him to heaven, if they have their thoughts ftill 
fixed upon earth, upon unyoking the oxen, and 
partaking of the tythes, &c. all fuch> before 
they approach the hallowed ground of truths rauft 
" firft put off the old man that is corrupt* according 
to deceitful lufts, and be renewed in the Jpirit of a 
right underftanding, both to will and to do ac- 
cording to the good motions of reafon." Thefe 
general fentiments of Mr. Howes are, no doubt, 
very juft, though oddly enough exprefied. The 
qucftion is, whether a beam in his own eye does 
not prevent his feeing a mote in that of another* 

So far am I, according to Mr. Howes, from 
being a feather after truth, or loving the tighi % 
that I rejoice in darknefs, and wifh to be coveced 
with it. Speaking of my reprefentation of the fcnie 
of Epiphanius, he fays, p. 122, " Such a conduA 
" tends only to introduce confufion. This, how- 
*' ever, may be more acceptable than peripicuity, 
46 to thofe whofe beft evidence for their alTertions is> 
€€ let the darknejs cover us." On this occafion I 
jhall only leriouQy fay, that if this account of my 
views be true, if I do wiih that darkneis may cover 
me, the dreadful imprecation will be fulfilled* 
Though Mr. Howes has taken much pains co re-* 
prefent me as an unbeliever in chriftwaily, and a 
fecret enemy to it, I am, gentlemen, a ferious 
believer in it ; and I hope that botfi nay writings 

and 
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and my conduct will (hew, to the unprejudiced^ 
that I truly refpeft it, and that I (hall never violate 
the fpirit and precepts of it fo much as Mr. Howes 
has done in this moft unchriftian infinuation* 

Betides charging me with a total disregard to 
truths Mr, Howes more than infinuates that my 
principal motive in writing is to gee poffeffion of 
the tythes, and other emoluments, of the eftablifhed 
church. My moft ferious enquiries, he fays, p. 3, 
iC are often interlarded with warm ejaculations, which 
betray a longing wiftt after tythes, &c. Is this 
confident in thofe who profefs only a regard for 
u truth." Quoting feme expreflions of mine he 
fays* p. 1 2, " fuch language may be fui&ble to 
" the party zeal of a fe&ary, who makes it his 
" bufifiefe to fight againft eftablifliments unlefs he 
can partake of them, as I have (hewn from his 
own words Dr. Prieftley wilhes to do. But 
c< this is not confident wkh my own views or 
* f pradice." 

Now, gentlemen., if any credit be due to wiy 
uniform profefiions, or to my conduft, 1 wi(h, and 
ihall do my endeavour towards effe&ing, the utter 
downfall ^ all ecclefiaftical eftabliihments, together 
with their tythes, and every thing elfe belonging to 
them. Other writers upbraid me with my violence 
on this iubjefo Be&des, if I really were what 
Mr. Howes represents die ro be, no beliem in 
chriftiatiity, and deftkute of all regard to truth, 
Wky wight *ot one cfftablifhment fuit mypcrrpofe 

as 
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as well as another? and why have I applied no part 
of that addrejs, and afliduity> which are generally 
afcribed to me, to get fome preferment in the 
church ? Confidering my connexions, few perfons 
will doubt but that, if this had been my objedt, I 
might have made a better provifion for myfelf in 
the church, than I am likely to make out of it. 

But how is it that Mr. Howes proves that my 
intention is to get poffeflion of the tythes, &c. from 
my own words. It is as follows: Having cxprefied 
my wifh, as I frequently have done, for the utter 
abolifhing of all eftabliftiments, I mentioned, in 
my late Dijcourfi on free Inquiry, a more equitable 
mode of eftablilhing chriftianity, which might be 
adopted in preference to the prefent ; faying u the 
" moft equitable thing would be to allow Uni- 
tarians the ufe of a church, when their proportion 
of the tythes, &c. would be fufficient for the 
maintenance of a minifter of their own perfua- 
c< Son." Again, in my Sermon preached at Leeds, 
I fay, " all who are iqterelted in the fupport of 
<c thefe anti-chriftian eftablifhments, which ufurp 
€e an undue authority over the confciences of men, 
<c and whofe wealth and power are advanced by 
c< them, are in a ftate of confirmation, &c." 

rc By a comparifon of the above two pafiages," 
Mr. Howes fays, Note, p. 3, " it appears that Dr. 
" Priefiley would not confider eftabliftiments as 
<f anti-chriftian, in cafe the power and wealth of 
" the Unitaiians were advanced by them, and that 

« fuch 
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cc fuch an eftablifliment Vould not be to ufurp an 
<c undue authority over the conferences of men. 
" For what authority has an orthodox eftablifliment 
cc at prefent over the confeiences of men, except 
f< the influence arifing from what he elfe where calls 
<c the prefent exclufive advantages of eftablifh- 
" ments ?" 

If you, gentlemen, can fee the force of this rea- 
foning, you are better fkilled in the art of logic than 
I pretend to be. The fair conftruftion of the paf- 
fages, without any help from my moft unequivocal 
language elfewhere, is that all eccleliaftical efta- 
blifhments are anti-cbriftian, that all of them ufurp 
an undue authority over the confeiences of men \ and 
that, inftead of wifhing to partake of their emQlu- 
ments, I lhall rejoice in their downfall; but that 
if they cannot be taken down altogether, it might 
be better to fix them on a broader bafis, fo that 
they might comprehend all the ferious profeflbrs 
Of chriftianity, Unitarians as well as others, which 
is actually the cafe in North-America. Mr. Howes, 
by his imprudence and intemperate zeal,i$j unknown 
to himfelf, contributing more to the difcredir, and 
confequently to the downfall, of the church efta- 
blifliment of this country, .than I am doing ; and 
if abler and better adviied men do not interfere, and 
better meafures be not adopted, the ruin of it will 
be accompliflied much fooner than I had ventured 
to cxpeft. But I am riot fo violent a reformer as 
to wifti to imitate the members of the church of 
England, when they made the aft of uniformity ; 

in 



7& LETTERS TO THE 

in confequence of which two thoufand confcientious 
minifters were deprived of their livings, and many 
exchanged them for prifons. I would not deprive 
any man of his prefent emolument, but would 
fecyre it to him. for his life, even that which Dr. 
Horfley has gained for his important ferviccs in 
writing againft myfelf. 

Having defcanted upon my Dedication, Mr. 
Howes condefcends to beftow fome refledtions on 
my title page, ridiculing my " profeffing myfelf a 
" pbilofopber, as my title page, 5 ' he fays, p. 13, 
" fets forth in full fhew, although indeed little will 
<c be found within correfponding to real philofophy, 
f< except hard words." Then, in his Note, he 
recites thofe additions to my name, which you will 
find in the title page of thefe Letters, in the ufe of 
which, as it is the univerfal praftife, I was not 
aware of there being any thing reprehenfible. Not 
one of the foreign titles was direftly, or indireftly, 
lblicited by myfelf For a confiderable time I 
declined the uie of them, though contrary to uni- 
verfal cuftom. I then prefixed them to my philofo- 
phical writings only j but being informed that as 
my other writings went abroad, it would be con- 
fidered as an affront to the focieties which, juftly 
or unjuftly, had bellowed them, if they "were 
omitted, I have very lately begun to prefix them to 
moft, but not to all my publications. 

Had not Mr. Howes fo exprefsly difclaimed all 
the arts of controverfy, and affcrted that all his ob- 

fervations 
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ftrvations were on books y and not on author x, it 
might have been thought that forne of the remarks 
I have animadverted upon were of the latter clafs. 
For my own part, I profefs to be a controverfial 
writer, becaufe I confider fair Controverfy as a 
valuable means of difcovering and afcertaining 
truth ; but I fhould think myfelf - difgraced by fo 
much of the art of it as you muft fee have been 
adopted by Mr. Howes, even in what is quoted in 
this' introductory letter, which I conclude by fub* 
(cubing myfelf, 

1 

Gentlemen, 
Your very humble Servant, 

J. PRIESTLEY. 



LETTER II. 

Of the Doftrine of the Ebionites. 

Gentlemen, 

HAVING given you fome idea of the temper 
with which Mr. Howes engages in this con* 
troverfy (though on his fide it muft by no means 
be fo denominated) and of the opinion which he 
entertains of myfelf, and of my writings, and alfo 

of 
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of himfclf and his writings, I now proceed to tfetf 
queftion in debate. 

The pofition which I have endeavoured to efta- 

blifli in my Hi/lory of early Opinions concerning Cbrifi y 

is that the primitive church was properly lW-» 

tartan, that the great mafs of common unlearned 

chriftians continued to be fo till near the council 

of Nice, and that it was a confiderable time before 

Unitarianifm was confidered as heretical. I have 

alfo endeavoured to fhew at large, that the do&riite: 

of the Trinity had its origin in Platonifrti. Both 

thefe pofitions Mr. Howes denies* He even 

denies the exiftence of any fuch do&rine as that of 

Unitarianifm (which he quaintly calls bumanifm) iri 

the two fitft centuries, and is iriclined to do it even 

till the time of Socinus, or about the year 1500. 

He denies if both with refpeft to the orthodox* 

and the heretics* " Dr* Prieftky," he fays* p, 8, 

" has not, and cannot fix upon any one ehriftiari 

" fedt of the firft ages (as I defy him to do) whom 

" he can prove to have disbelieved in the divinity 

"ofChrift." In the title page of .his Work, he 

fays, cc no fuch chriftians ever exifted except iri 

" Utopia, during the two firft centuries, as thofe 

<c whom Dr. Prieftley calls ancient Unitarians* 

" that is, who were not believers in riie divinity of 

" Chriftj in fome mode or other/' 

In attempting to anfwer fuch an extravagant 
aflertionas this, I feel as I fhould do if I were 
required to prove that there were any fuch people 

as 
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as the ancient Britons, and that the Saxons were 
intruders in this country. For to deny them is 
equally to abandon all faith in hiftory. Mr. Howes, 
ifldeed acknowledges that he is nearly at leaft 
fingular in his opinion. cc It is a fubjedt," he fays, 
p. 8, " which has never been fufiiciently attended 
cc tq by former writers, who have too readily con- 
cc ceded, or rather acquiefced without enquiry, in 
" the confident afiertions of the Unitarians, that 
" there did exift, in the twofirft chriftian ages, fome 
<c fedts who difbelieved the divinity of- Chrift." 
If therefore I be in an error, it feems that I am not, 
like Mr. Howes, fingular, or nearly fingular, in it. 
I err in good company, and in that of the orthodox 
as well as that of the heterodox; and if I have 
adopted a miftake, I have not the guilt of being the 
firfl to ftart it. 

As Mr. Howes cannot deny but that ancient 
fefts'.of chriftians are faid by the earlieft writers to 
have called Chrift a mere man, he fays, p. 36, <c All 
"the evidence produced by Dr. Prieftley that the 
<c Ebionites believed Chrift to be a mere man, is 
cc only by fome brief and fummary expreflions, 
" found in feveral of the Fathers, when they were 
cc reafoning on fome other fubjedts, wherein they 
" had no intention of explaining the whole of the 
<{ Ebionitifti creed, but introduced incidentally only 
fo much of it as made for their own reafoning in 
thofe particular paffages." We fhall foon fee how 

this hypothefis accords with the fads. 

» 
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I have cfearly (hewn chat, by the confcflion of 
all the diriftian Fathers, who* were certainly intcrefted 
to deny the fa& if they could, neither Chrift him^ 
fetf, nor any of the apofttes before John, taught 
his pre<xiftence or divinity with clcarnefs, and that 
the chief nsafon which they afiigned for it was, 
that the prejudices of the Jews, in favour 0/ their 
Meffiah being a. mere man* were fo ftrong, that 
their minds would have revolted at it. The chris- 
tian world in general, therefore, not having been 
inftru&ed in thefedo&rines, could not have believed 
diem till after the time in which John pub li (bed his 
gofpel, which was generally fuppofed to be after 
the death of the other apo tiles, and the deft ruction 
of Jeuufalem. But before this time chriftianity, 
in its Unitarian ftacc, was received in almoft every 
part of the Roman empire. 

However* great changes in opinion are never 
brought about fuddenly, or without circumftance* 
which prove their reality % and fince we cannot find 
the lead: trace of any change having been produced 
in the chriftian world by the writings of John, we 
are neccfiarily led to infer, that the notion of John 
having taught the doctrines of the pre-cxiftencc 
and the divinity of Chrift is an improbable hypo* 
thefis, though the beft that could be thought of to 
account for a fa&, the reality of which the chriftian 
Fathers could not deny, viz. the exiftence of Uni~ 
tarianiftn in the great mafs of the common people 
in their own times, and thofe immediately pre- 
ceding them. ' 

I have 
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t have fhcwn that all the Jewifh chriflaans were 
called Ebionites or Nazarenes, and: thaty according 
to the unanimous teftimony of the ancifents, they 
did not believe in the pfe~exiftence,.or the divinity 
©f Chrift, though ibme of them believed in his 
miraculous conception. It is pretended that 
befides the Ebionites and Nazaraics, uho are 
acknowledged to have been unbelievers in the 
divinity of Chrift, there were other Jewifh chris- 
tian* who believed that dodrine. But I find 
no trace of any fuch perfons. Since Mr. Howes* 
however, denies that even the Ebionites or Na- 
zarenes difbelieved that do&rine, it may be ufeful 
to produce fufficient authority for the common 
opinion, in reply to him j and not to trouble you 
with unneceflary quotations from original writers, 
in doing this I (hall, in moft cafes, content myfelf 
with referring you to my Hijiory of early Opinions 
concerning Cbrift, in which you will find the paf- 
Cages at full length. 

The firft chriftian writer who mentions the 
Ebionites by that name is Irenseus ; and nothing 
can be more evident than that, contrary* to what 
Mr. Howes aflerts, his argument fhews that he 
could hot have confidered them as believing the 
divinity of Chrift. " God will judge them/' he 
fays, vol. iii. p. 279, " and how can they be 
cc faved, if it be not God that works out their 
* c falvation upon earth." Again he {ays, p.. z8o, 
u if they perflft in their error, not receiving the 
fc word of incorruptipn, they continue in mortal 

G 2 " flelb, 
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" flefib, and are fubjed to death, not receiving; 
" the antidote of life." 

I appeal to you, gentlemen, whether this writer 

could have argued in this manner, or have 

expreffed himfelf fo harlhly, if he had confiderect 

the Ebionites as believing the divinity of ChrifL 

' This teftimony of Irenseus is alone abundantly 

fufficient to prove that, in his opinion, the 

Ebionites were no believers in the divinity of 
Chrift. 

Tenullian, whom you will find Mr. Howes 
quotes as holding a different opinion, fays, vol. iii. 
p. 204, that " Ebion did not believe that Chrift 
" was the Son of God," probably meaning that 
he thought him to be the Son ofjofepb. But np 
perfon I apprehend ever difbelieved the miraculous 
conception, and at the fame admitted the divinity 
of Chrift, whether the connexion between thefe 
opinions be neceffary or not. 

The teftimony of Origen is particularly ex- 
prefs. He fays, vol. ii. p. 166, cf thofe of the 
cc Je^s who believed Jefus to be Chrift are called 
" Ebionites. Of thefe," he fays, " fome thought 
"him to be the fon of Jofeph and Mary, and 
" others of Mary only and the Holy Spirit, but 
cc did not believe his divinity." 

This is fo contrary to Mr. Howes's affertion, 
that he thought it neceffary to make an obfervation 

upon 
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upon it. " If Qrigen's words/* he fays, p. 83;, 
" be attended to, it feems evident that he never 
meant to apply the appellation of Ebionites to 
the Jewifti chriftians in general, fn any other 
c than in a loofe fenfe, juft as the members of the 
" church of England are called Cal vinifts $ mean- 
€f ing only as to their general principles, and not 
€C that they are lineally defcended from the original 
* c Calvinifts in Switzerland." But certainly they 
would not be called Calvinifts at all, if they were 
not fuppofed to hold the diftinguifhing principles 
of Calvinifm. So neither would Origen have 
aflerted of the Ebionites in general, that they 
difbelieved the divinity of Chrift, and that all the 
•Jewifti believers were called Ebionites, if it had 
not been his opinion that the Jewilh chriftians in 
♦general, and even thofe before his own time, held 
the opinion which he afcribes to them. The pro- 
bability will always be, that bodies of men receive 
their doctrines from their anceftors. 

Eufebius almoft copies Origen in his account 
of the two forts of Ebionites, faying, vol. iii. p. 168, 
" they think Chrift to be merely a man, like other 
f€ men $" and of thofe who believe the miraculous 
conception he exprefsly fays, cc they by nQ means 
" allowed that Chrift was God, the word, and 
« wifdom," 

Epiphanius, whofe authority Mr.. Howes pre- 
tends to be in his favour fays, vol, iii. p. 209, 

G 3 " Ebion 
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u Ebion himfeff t>e)iered that Chrift Was a row* 
" man, born as of her men are." 

With re(jpe& to the Nazarenei, whom I have 
prbved to be the -very fame with the Ebionites, 
Theodoret fay6, vol. 'm. p. 1 83, *? they are Jews', 
" who own Chrift as a righteous man/ 9 which he 
would never have contented himfelf with faying, 
if he had fuppofed that they believed in hk divinity* 

Epiphanius could pever have confidered the 
tfazarenes as believers in the divinity of Chrift, 
when he reprefepted them, vol. Hi. p. 185, as 
* c people who, on hearing the name of Jefus 
* c only^ and the miracles performed by the apoftles, 
" belieVed on him.* 1 It is evident that Jie con- 
sidered them a$ not having heard of his divinity^ 
and he fpeaks of doth the Ebionites and Naza- 
renes f p. 140, as requiring to be taught the divinity 
of Chrift by John> 

I have no occafion to purfue this evidence any 
farther, as all the liter writers, without exception, 
agree with thofe that | have already qpoted. I 
lhall therefore clofe my prefent letter, and in my 
next confider what Mr. Howes has advanced to 
invalidate this evidence. 



I am, &c. 



LETTER 
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BETTER III. 

Of the true Mtaning of a Pafage in Tertullian, and 
OHcibfr in Bpipbanius quoted by Mr. Howes. 

Ge NTLEMEN, 

THE paffages on which Mr. Howes lays the 
the greateft ftrefs are one or two in Epipha- 
nius, who, as I have obferved, afcribes to fome 
of the Ebionites a tenet of the Gnoftics, viz. that 
the Cbrijl was a fuper-arigelic created being, who 
defcended into Jefus at his baptifm, in which I 
doubt not he afcribes to them the opinion of the 
Cerinthians ; and this is not much to be wondered 
at, as the Cerinthians were Jewiih chriftians, as well 
as the Ebionites. The paffoges may be feen in 
my Biftory, vol. iii, p. 206. But in them he 
(peaks of this Chrift of the Ebionites as created* 
and what divinity can that be ? Mr. Howes, in- 
deed, ftrangely talks of degrees of divinity. But 
this is to me as incomprehenfible as the doftrine 
of the Trinity. cc In regard to the degree of di- 
c< vinity," Mr. Howes fays, p. 107, " whether 
<e the Chrift of the Ebionites was a iiiperior, or 
u only a fubordinate divinity, or no divinity Bt 
" all, but merely a fiiper-human fpirit, this is a 
"queftion of debate between the orthodox aad 
u the Ariaas, and not be*wefea,*he orthodox and 

G4 "the 
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cc the humanifts." I think, however, that, if Mr. 
Howes maintains that the Chrift of the Ebionites 
was God, and I maintain that he was not, the 
queftion is between bim and me, if there be any 
queftion between us at all. If this Chrift had no 
divinity' at all, furely 1 am juftified in faying that 
the Ebionites did not believe the divinity of 
Chrift in apy fenfe of the word, and Mr. Howes 
can have no reafon for CQntefting what I ad- 
vance. 

Mr. Howes imagines that he has foynd two 
authorities to fupport the opinion which he had 
afcribed to Epiphanius. The firft is from Ter- 
tullian, whom I fhall quote more at length than 
Mr. Howes has done, and fhew that he has grofsiy 
mifapprehended his meaning; The paffage is in 
his treatife Be Came Cbrifti, fee. xiv. in which, 
having fpoken of Chrift as being made lower than 
the angels, he fays, that " it was as man, having 
<f the flelh and the foul of man. But as the 
fpirit of God, and the power of the Moft 
High, he could not be lower than the angels, 
being God, and the fon of God. As much, 
<c therefore, as, when he carried the man, he was 
cc lefs than the angels, by fo much when he car- 
<c ried the angel, he was not lefs than they. This 
opinion may agree with that of Ebion, who 
fuppofed Jefus to be a mere man, only of the 
r f c feed of David, that is, not the fon of God ; 
clearly however in fome re-fpe&s more glorious 
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? c than the prophets, fo that an angel may be faid 
€ * to have been in him>> as in Zachariah, though it 
€€ is never exprefsly faid fo concerning Chrift*. 

€C From this pa'flkge," Mr. Howes fays, p. 33, 
cc it is plain that the Ebionites did not look upon 
€C Jefus himfelf as the Chrift, or chief agent.; but 
<c only as the receptacle of a fuperior agent; and 
whether this angel be confidered as partaking 
in any degree of a divine nature, or not, yet 
cc - this makes no difference of any moment. It 
was ftill not Jefus, a mere man, who was, ac- 
cording to them, the Chrift, but fome fuperior 
c< being, of an intermediate nature between divi- 
* c nity and humanity." 

Now, certainly, what Mr. Howes calls a dif- 
ference of no moment, viz. whether ^Jiis Chrift 
was God, or not, is, as I have obferved, the only 
difference between him and me. But he totally 
mifconftrues the paffage, the meaning of which is 
as follows. Tertullian defcribes the doftrine of 
the Ebionites, by faying that they believed Jefus 

* Minuifti earn modicum quid citra angelos, quomodo vide- 
bitur angel um induifTe, fie infra angelos diminutus, dum 
homo fit, qua caro et anima ec filius hominis? Qua a u tern 
fpiritus Dei et virtus ahiffimi non poteft infra angelos haberi. 
Deus fcilicet et Dei filius. Quanto ergo dum hominem geftat 
minor angelis fad us eft, tanto non dum angelum geftat. Po- 
tent haec opinio Hebioni con venire, qui nudum hominem, et 
tantum ex femine David, id eft non et Dei filium conftituit 
Jefum. Plane angelis aliquo glorioliorem ut ita in illo angelus 
fuiffe dicatur quemadmodum in aliquo Zecharia. 

4 to 
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to-be a mere m*rf * but to give hhn feme advantage 
€**er *tter prophets, <hey faid, that an angel ifpake 
j«i>/>0 (not to A»») This is all that according to 

Tertullian, they acknowledged. But they did not 
fay that this angel was*4hy part of -Chrift, or unked 
Co him, but a very different being. TertuHiaft 
indeed fays how far, -in bis mm opbtunt, their <k>e* 
trinc might be reconciled with that -of the ortho* 
dox, as the divine principle in Jefus might be 
called dn mgd. But this is intirdy his own con- 
-ftru&km, and a very harfh oiie, by which he ouf- 
Tebrtferits -the tenets of the orthodox thcmfelves; 
accoiding to which che divine principle inChrift 
was no dtgeU but «he uncreated logos of th^ Far- 
ther, that principle which created all angels. Such 
is this boafted authority for the concurrence of 
Tertultian <wkh Epiphariius, in maintaining that 
'the Ebiohites ware believers in the divinity*? 
Cfcrift; * hen both of them, in other paflages, 
dearly aifert the <very contrary* 

* 

In*tbU -very paffftge TertuMian mentions his 
own opinion as that of Cbrifibtii^ God, and/** Sen 
of God, i. c. as poffeffed of divinity, and that of the 
"Ebionites as. of his not being the Svn of Gsdy.that is, 
as the fon of Jofeph, and havi ng no divinity. Befides, 
he reprefents the opinion of the Ebionites,_as that 
of there being only fuch a difference between Chrift 
and the other prophets, as between Zachariah and 
the other prophets, in coofequence of an angel 
fpeaklng in bfm, and not /* kirn. But will Mr. 
Howes himfelf fay, that it was their opinion, 

that- 
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that Zrachartah, in confequence of an angel'fpcak- 
iog in bm> and not /* trim* was himfdf an angel, 
or a God? 

But JMr. .Howes pretends to have the authority 
p{ Thaodbret, as weH as that of Tertullianin fup> 
pprt of thatof'Epiphanius. But even here his argu- 
ment is more extraordinary thanthgt^rom Tertuk 
lian. You will naturally imagine, that if Theodqret 
had really been of opinion, that the Ebionites were 
believers in the 4ivinity of Chrift, he wmild have 
advanced it in that feftion of his hiftory which is 
appropriated to che opinions of the Ebionites^ I 
fhall therefore recice the whole of that fe&ion. 

Having, in theiirft book of his Heretical Fables* 

given tan account of the Gnoftks> who held the 

$it>&rine of two prmdfhsy he proceeds in his fe* 

-coad book, to give an account of thofe who, lie 

fays, held a direflly oppqfite doftrine* "Thefirftof 

€< chis phalanx" he fays, *' was Ebion, which in 

* the Hebrew fangaage fignifies Pour, He faid» 

** as we do, that there is one uncaufed being, and 

* l that he is the maker of the world, but that our 

X€ Lord Jefus Chrift was born of Jofeph and 

u Mary, being a man, but excelling in virtue and 

purity all other men, and living according to 

the law of Mofes* They ufe no other gofpel 

" tihan that according to the Hebrews, and call 

** the apoftle," meaning Paul, * c an apoftate. Of \ 

%t thefe was Symmachus, who tranflated the Scrip- 

* tures of the Old Teftament from Hebrew Into 

" Greek. 
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€€ Greek. There is, however, another divifion of 
'{ them befides this, having the fame denomina~ 
cc tion (for they alfo are called Ebionites) and in 
<c every thing elfe agree with the former, but fay 

that our Saviour and Lord was born of a virgin. 

Theyufe no other gofpel than that according to 
u Matthew; they keep their fabbath as the Jews 
u do, but they alfo obferve the Lord's day as we 
« doV 

This is the whole of the feftion of Theodoret 
concerning the Ebionites, and do you perceive in 
k, Gentlemen, any trace of his fuppofing that the 
Ebionites were believers in the divinity of Chrift ? 
On the contrary, is it not evident that he reprefents 
them as believing his mere humanity. I really 
think that if Mr. Howes himfelf had'feen this ar- 
ticle (which it appears from p. 46, he had not) he 
would never have claimed the authority of Theo- 

* Tawwi 3i m; pateryy©- vipiw ESm* tov Wfe>%ov h *t»c 
ftGpcuoi vpxrayopwuriv. Otf(&* eva psy aymtfov spu, vapawhapuif 
tyuiti xcu avlw &*&v uvau m xoo-fxa hyjuHpyoy* Toy 3e Kvpiov Iwzv 
Xpifov c| Ittxrwp koci r*$ Mapiag ffrjcre ycywwSap, avfyunov fjisv ovkf, 
apsm 3s hoi ttaSotpohili twv oMjuv iuxftpofla, fcdla, 3e Toy Mwaucpv 
vjoXiTiuovla vo(jlov. Movov 3e to xcfta Spaing euayyehiov Je%ov7^, top 
3s aworofauv aworcdw kokh<ti. Ex rxluvnv ^vftfAax®"* ttj? isofrouav 
ypoupw at rtig TLGpcuw /&&&«**>< «< tdv Etoaoa $umi» Atou 3s 
*srapa Taulrjv avfxfjtopia t«v avhtv tTrmviuav ty&aa, ESiamt; yap nou 
xloi *Bpo<rayoptvovlai, ra aXKa Se a7ravla <rwOjUotoy« roif irpfepotu 
tw 3fe crdkpa kou mpiw £k orapSevs ycycvw&ou pi<riv. Evayy&w 3e 
to) Kcfta MccrScuov xsxpwlai fjunia, xau to (jlsv aa££dlov Kara tov 
Ixfouuv TifwtTi vofAov^ rw Ss xvpiavw KaSispwi) tsapaqtov.u; imv^ 

doret, 
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doret. How then does he pretend to' it? Not 
dire£tty, but very indiredtly indeed. t 
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Epiphanius," he fays, p, 45, " in his brief 
fummary concerning the Elcefaites, fays they 
held nearly the fame opinion in all things with 
€€ the Ebionites," — now that the Elcefaires be- 
lieved " in the defcent of a divine Chrift, and 
cc his union with the humanity of Jefus, is proved 
by all writers, but particularly by Theodorer, 
who fays they believe that there is one unbegot- 
ten being, and him they call the maker of all 
things ; yet they do not fay that Chrift was one, 
c< but that there was one above, and another be- 
<c low, and that he had formerly dwelt in many 
Cf perfons, but that at laft he defcended. Jefus 
" alfo, as Elxai fays fometimes, was ex deo ; but at 
" other times he calls him a fpirit, and fometimes 
" fays that a virgin was his mother; in other writ- 
<c ings however, not even this. Again, he fays, 
" that he pafleth into other bodies, and that at 
cc every time he appeared differently." 

Thusbeca^fe fuch a writer as Epiphanius fays 
that the Ebionites agreed nearly in all things with 
theElcefaites, and according to ThtoAoxtt tbefe be- 
lieved the defcent of a created fpirit called Chrift, i nto 
Jefus, the Ebionites believed the divinity of Chrift. 
Many things are wanting to make this a good fyllo- 
gifm. I fhall not even takethe trouble to point them 
out. That the Chrift of the Elcefaites was not .god 
is cyident, from his fuppofed tranfmigrations., 

Mr. 
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Mr. Howes fbppofes, p. 30, dial bothEpiphd- 
nius and Tertuliian borrowed their, account of tha 
Ebionitcs from Juftin Martyr's loft trtatife againfl 
Heretics* But there is not the leaft probability in 
the conjecture, It is impoflible to reid the two 
remarkable? paffages in which Juftin gives an ac- 
count of bereftes (fee my Wfi*ry % vol. i. p. 270) 
without being f&isfied that, in his idea, the Gnof~ 
tics were the only heretics. Of the Unitarian* he 
fpeaks with nefpelt, and even apologizes to them 
for differing from them. 

■ A circunaftaoce of extreme improbablity in 
Mr. Howes'fffchejne* fufficient of idelf to explode 
it, is that all the difference between the Ebionites 
and the orthodox was the time in which the union 
between the divine and human, nature in Chrift 
took place; the orriiodo* foying it was at the 
conception of Jefus, and the Ebionites at his bap- 
tifm. For he feys nothing of any difference be- 
tween them with refpeft to his ftrange notion of 
the kind, or degree of divinity. Btit can any perfon 
ferioufly believe that fo fmall a difference a$ this 
could have been the ©ccafion of fo much animo- 
fity as the orthodox ftewed towards the Ebionites ? 
If the only difference had been the oircumftance of 
time, this would have been principally infixed upon 
in tfteir cetrfurcs; as, if the point of diffidence had 
been the degree cf divinity ± th& degree would have 
been inftfted upocH and MM divinity, or m divinity* 
wtoich;i*aiwsy£ the cafe. 

1 Mr. 
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Mr. Howes thought it of fane confequonce to 
fi* the origin of the Eb*oiHte%, whom I have fiipn 
pofed to be coeval with the apoftles. Qn the 
contrary, Mr- Howes fays» p. 58. " • We find* no 
u certain pipof of the exiftence of any Ebiqnitoi 
** before 9?; It U the tiiue. when ; die Fathers 
" fuppofe John to have written his gofpel, which 
<c determines the date of the rife both of the 
" Ebioniees and the Nazarencs, as fectarics." 

To prove that the Ebionitcs were fubfequent 
to Aquila and Theodotion, Mr. Howes quotes 
Ircnsetis, p. 56, who, after citing their interpret 
tation of a Hebrew word* fays, quosfeciu^EhianU^ 
** Joftpbo mm genitum dicunt* 

This argument is curious, as it is evident that; 
all that Irenatus meant, wa« that the Ebfonite* 
agreed with Aquila and Theodotion (who were; 
in faft of their own body, and therefore could np& 
be prior to them) in the interpretation of the 
word in queftion* According to Jerom (See vol, 
iii. p. 220) Theodotion was an Ebioaite, and cer* 
tainly not. the firft,of the k&, So alfo was. Syn*- 
machus, who was cotemporary with Juftin> Mar* 
tyn Befides Eufcbius fays* vol iii* p. 163, that 
" the denomination of Ebionitcs was given by, tbo- 
c< firft heralds of our Saviour," which certainly 
carries them to the age of the apoftics. 

» » 

The late date of John's gofpel* which, Mb 
Howes fays the chriftiaa Fathers fuppofed* is 

greatiljr 



9 & LETTERS TO THE 

greatly favourable to my purpofe. For they all 
reprefent him as the firft who taught with clear- 
nefs and effeft, the do&rines of the pre-exiftence 
and divinity of Chrift. For the later this was 
done, the longer time there had been for the doc- 
trine of the fimple humanity of Chrift to eftablifli 
itfelf. 

What Mr. Howes has undertaken, in his laft 
publication, is to prove that all the ancient heretics 
were believers in the divinity of Chrift, referving 
for a future opportunity, p. 1 26 (which I hope will 
come foon) to prove that all th.e orthodox (or 
thofe who, being in communion with the Catholic 
church, were not deemed heretics) believed it. But 
he has confined himfelf to the denominations of 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, who were Jews, omitting 
ibeGentileUnitarians, of whom Juftin Martyr fpeaks 
with great refpeft, though profeffing to take the 
liberty of thinking differently from them, as 1 
have (hewn at large in my Hijlory, vol. iii. p. 278, 
&c. Mr. Howes is equally filent with refpeft to 
the Alogi of Epiphanius, and who, he fays 
(Haer. 51. fed.. 12. Opera, vol. i. p. 423) 
were oppofed by the apoftle John; fo that ac- 
cording to him they muft have exifted in the age 
of the apoftles. 

Thus, Gentlemen, I willingly make you the 
the judges between Mr. Howes and me. Epi- 
phanius himfelf, you fee, only* fuppofed the Ebio- 
nites to have afferted with the Cerinthians (in 

which 
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Which It is almoft certain that he was miftaken) 
ifihat the Chrift entered into Jefus tt his bap- 
tifm, but he acknowledges that they did riot &p- 
pofe that this defcending Chrift was God; and his 
farther evidence fron* Ter ttilKati and Theodore^ 
in fupport of wh^t would avail him nothing if be 
could prove it, is moft palpably weak and inef- 
ficient. 



•t \ , • 



I acn, &c» 



'• » ; 



L E T T E R IV* 



Of Mr. Howes' s Charge of a wilful Anacbromfm^ in 

the Ags of Plotinus* 

Gentlemen, 

X^OU k ave feen Several fpecimens of Mr. 
X Howes's bold charges* and his very lame 
fupport* of them. I - (hall ndw prelent.you with 
another even bolder than the preceding, and ftill 
worfe fupported. 

> With an air of infolent triumph he fubjoin* to 
the title page of his woifc (and he inferts the fame in 
all hi&piblic advertifemients of it)-«-r* c together 

- H "with 
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" with another curious fpecimcn of romance, in 
" his late HijUry cf Early Opinions concerning Chrifi> 
" in regard to Plotinus being made by him to 
" inftruft the. firft chriftian Fathers in the Plato- 
c< nic catedrifm, a whole century before Plotinus 
cc was born." 

♦ 

This, Gentlemen, it gives me real concern to 
fay, is nothing lefs then an abfolute falfcbood, both 
in words and fenfe. It is even deftitute of all 
colour of truth. From reading what Mr. Howes 
fb confidently afferts, you would unavoidably 
conclude that I had reprefented the chriftian 
Fathers as quoting Plotinus, or borrowing fome- 
thing that came from him, which however is by 

no means true. Mr. Howes quotes no pafiage in 
my Hi ft or y in proof of his afiertion; but you may 
look it through \ and I am confident you will find 
no fuch thing, nor any thing from which it can be 
inferred. As what Mr. Howes advances * on this 
fubjeft is not very long, I lhall copy the whole of 
it from p. 127, &c. 



cc 
cc 



Dr. Prieftley fuggefts in his Hiftory of Chris- 
tian opinions, voL i. in proof of the chriftian 
" philofophers about the time of Juftin having 
" firft expelled humanifm, and introduced the 
u doftrine of Chrift's divinity, that they had bor- 
€€ rowed their notions of the Trinity from the later 
" Platonifts* as they are commonly called. Now 
cc Plotinus was the oldeft of thefe later Platqnifts> 
" and he was not born until, after the year 200 ; 

" how 



CANDIDATES Fi)ft ORDERS, lee. g 9 

■* how then could Juftin* about the year 140, bor- 

" row any thing from the later Platonifts. Yet 

u not Satisfied with fuggefting this monftrous ana- 

u chronifm,. both by his arrangement, and ex- 

" prefiions in the body of his new hiftory, in fuch 

(t a manner as muft neoeflarily lead his readers 

€C into an error concerning the poflibility of the 

€€ faftj Dr. Prieftley has taken care moreover to 

** confirm them in this ertor in his biographical 

^ chart prefixed to his firft volume: for behold 

<€ there Plotinus is placed as being born foon 

kc after the year 100, and a little before Juftin 

u Martyr, fo as to make him old enough to 

" teach the Platonic catechifm to Juftin; where- 

* as, in reality, Juftin Was long dead before 

w the birth of Plotinus, who did not flourifh until 

<c about the year 240; therefore a whole cen- 

cc tury later than where Dr. Prieftley has placed 

cc him in his chart. What dependence then can 

" be placed on the expofitions of fcripture, or the 

* c after t ions in hiftory, by thofe who can thus 

a make dead chriftians to be inftrufted by pro- 

" phane philofophers, who were not born until 20 

c< or 30 years after the death of their pretended 

« fcholars V 9 

Now, fo far have I been from faying that Juf- 
tin Mdrtyr, or any of the chriftian Fathers, quoted 
Plotinus, that I no where fay that they adopted 
the principles of any of the later Platonifts, but of 
Platonifm in general. Examine all my quotations, 
and you will find that they refer to Plato only. If 

H 2 any 
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any* thing that I have faid fhould imply marc, it 
is * cafual Qverfighu 

If I bad faid that the chriftian Fathers adopt- 
ed any principles - of the later PlaUnifiiy a? di& 
ferent from thofe of Plato himfelf, there would 
have been no anachronifm in it. I fliould only 
have reprefented them as adopting 'die principles 
of the fchool, which principles I ihew to have 
exifted by means of the writings of the later Pla~ 
tonift$. With' the fame colour of truth* Mr. 
Howes might have faid that I had made Juftin 
Martyr the fchblar of Jamblicus, Julian, or evea 
Proclus, who lived in the y^ar 600. For ,1 quote 
them as much as I do Plotiaus, and for the fame 
purpofe, viz. to afcertain what were the doctrines 
pf dieir fchool. - : . 

* " w \ » ' 

If Mr. Howes meant to affert that Plotinos 
.was the founder of the fedfc of later Platonifts, 
which is the only fenfe in which his calling him the 
oldejl can be to his purpofe, it is notorioufly falfe. 
He himfelf quotes Petavius, as faying that " Plo- 
4< tinus was the fcholarof Ammonius," and iiithe 
fame place he quotes without cenfure my faying 
that " thofe who are ufually called the later Pla- 
tvnifis were thofe philofophers, chiefly of Alex- 
andria, who a little before and after the com- 
<c mencement of the chriftian sera, adopted the 
cc general principles of Plato." If then the fchool, 
and its tenets, exifted before the chriftian <era\ what 
anachronifm is there in making the chriftian Fa- 

4 fc th'ers 
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thesfc/ borrow from it* Does not Philo appear to 1 
haw imbibed die principles of this fchool, as much 
as. any of the chriftian Bathers b Did they not 
therefore «xift long before Plotinus I 

; 94fc» Hoiyes &p I hare fuggefted this own- 

fttous aiiachrooifm f hpthby my arrangement, 

<* aod.wy exfrfrfliQns, in the body o£ ray hiftojry,"*. 

wht£ll is afc&iutely fatfe* For in the .book kfelf;* 

za yoi* will fee, vol iv. p* 3:5 3, 1 give the age of 

Plotinus right, faying that he died In 270 aged 66 ; 

though, by; fame accident, perhaps the miftake of 

the engraver, the name is --placed j» th$ Chart % 

juft a century wrong; which, if I were to explain 

to you the mechanical method of drawing fuch 

charts, I could fatisfy you was thg eafieft of all 

miftakes. In my large Chart *f Biography, which 

I could not- mean tq depart from, but really, 

thought I had copied, Plotinus is placed where he 

fhouldbc* "...-,.*■• ■ ■., " 



«.* 



Thus, Gea&emen, can a man, who profeffes to 

difclairn all the^r/j of contzoverfy, write. I could 

ndtJwvc imagined that any perfoa could have 

f^l^^edanpt^ of ^^//^ftichan imposition 

as Mr. Howes charges me with putting on the 

public, an 'impofition, that a fchool boy might 

have detected and e^pofed, as well as Mr. Howes. 

J ought, however, to except Dr. Horfley who 

charged me with wilfully falfifying the common 

JEnglifh tranflationof theNewTeftament. I fhould 

blulh, and retire for ever from the fight or converfe 

H 3 of 
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of fcholars, if I bad been conviftcd of fuch a 
piece of miferable chicanery as this of Mr. Howes. 
Thefe are the boafted champions of modern or* 
thodoxy. Had any Unitarian endeavoured to 
take fuch an advantage of his opponent in contro- 
vcrfy, 1 fhould haye thought it necefiftry to difciaim 
all connexion with him. Let us fee how Dr. 
Home, and others, advocates for the do&rine of 
-the Trinity, will aft on this occafion. How 
different from this conduft of Mr. Howes is that 
pf Dr. Geddes. If I fhould be obliged to fur- 
render at difcretion, it would be a pleasure to 
give my fword to fo generous an adverfary. 

Two iaconficjerable ipiftakes Mr. Howes has 
pbferved in my Hiftory> which I {hall corre£t, and 
which I fhould have acknowledged with gratitude, 
if there had been any appearance of generofity 
pr candour in the intimation. I had rendered 
&tx»zw abominable rites; whereas Mr. Howes, with 
great probability, cqnje&ures, p. 73, that it means 
the abiminaticn with which, according to Epi- 
phanius, the Ebonites held other people. He 
alfo juftly obfervcs that I had no foundation for 
faying that the word Ebicn {and not Ebionite) was 
pot mentioned by Tenullian. 

* * 

Iam,fcc. 
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LETTER V. 

Several grefs Miftakes of Mr. Howes* with refoeft 

to the Tenets ef ancient Setts, 

Gentlemen, 

MR. Howes* undertaking to correGt my mif- 
takes, fhould have been careful to make 
none of his own ; 2nd yet I will venture to fay 
th#t, excepting, and hardly excepting, Dr. HorC* 
ley, there is no example of any perfon in modern 
times haying made fuch grofs blunders as he has 
done, in his account of the tenets pf ancient feds j 

\ %. ' • » a at 

confounding the opinions pf the Gnoflics with 
thofe of the Ebionitcs, bpth of them with thofe 
of the Arams* *nd indeed all thrpe with the 
Qrtho$k>;x, as all holding the divinity pf Chrift* 
though no fcfrcmes can jbe more clearly marked 
as diftind, by all who hjwe treated of them. He 
might as well haye confounded thjem all with 
Judaifm, or Paganifm itfelf 

Only re^d thg following paragraphs, and then 
judge whether Mr. fio\yes or myfelf have travelled 
moft in Utopia, or have dealt rpoft in romance. 
.After aflTerting, p.33, that, according to Epiphanius* 
f he opinion of the Ebioniteswas, that <c it was not 
*' Jefus, a mere man, wjio was the Chrift, but 

H 4 " fome 
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cc fome fupcrior being, of a divine nature, or e€ 
cc an intermediate nature between divinity and 
cc humanity," he adds, cc this was alfo the chi<£ 
principle of the Ariansi onijr wifh fame vari- 
ations in other refpedb. How then can Dr. 
<* Pri^fUey affert that die x&ijtf prinripje of Aria* 
cc nifm was not. ancient amp^g tl*c cHriftian fee- 
€€ taries. Arianifm was, in faft, but a varied 
copy of Gnoftiqifm and Ebionitifm. It bpr-r 
rowed their chief principle of a created Chrift| 
and ' only accommodated it a little more to *He 
mode of orthodoxy, byfuppofing that the cre- 
€i ated Chrift, of ah ihtiermedtite nature, to have 

***** " • 

** been oitrited to humanity at the miraculous con- 
u ceptibh of Mary, ififtead of a miraculous union 
a to the humanity of Jefos at bajkifim. Paului 
€C of Samofata Varied this 'do&rine a HtdernOrd 
ftill, and <Jnjy aiittfe x by ftippofing, that tfte 
divirie Chrift, inftead of being created befote 
* the creation, was firft created by God; pvft of 
ff his ^rimanMefted logos; "at the cohceptffcfrt bf 
J'Mttj; fo that Paulus* was 1 in fad as thuch i 
" believer in the divinity of Chrift as theEbionijfeS 
*< and Arians." 



€€ 
CC 
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Let Mr. Howes produce any Arian, ancjent or 
irioderri, who will fay that he believes in; the divtbity 
rf Chrift ; and that this divine* Chrift fhoulrf have 
been created^ is a mod 'palprfble contradiction. 
«He feys *hat the Arians foppofed their created 
thrift j of an intermediate itature y to have beten 
iltfnted to humanity. Now in humanity was always 

fuppofed 
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rnppofedtob^i^cHided all that is tfftntiaUomwy 
the Jtmk as •well as the &o4y. But no Ariaa ever 
held that CMft'Had ^ human foul, According m 
them the 0**4/0/ Agar occupied the place of one. . 

■ 
* 

- In mf d#»il<*>f the principles of the <jnofHc$ 
and thofe of the ArkuiSt you Will find that, in one 
cefpeft, they #4 referable «achi other, though the 
latter were far from copying the former. Thofe 
Gnoftics who held that Jefus had a real human 
body believed that he had alfo a human foul. For 
according to them, he was, in all rcfpe&s, like 
another man till his baptifm ; but they faid that 3 
ftiperangelk fpirtt, or the Chrift f then came intq 
kim. The orthodox Fathers alfo afferted two intel- 
ligent principles in Chrift, the human foul, and the 
uncreated logos \ whereas the Arians, retaining the 
doftrine of rhe logos (not tbe Chrift of the Gnoftics) 
fuppofed it to have been created* not uncreated. 
But then they found it unneceflkry to retain the 
human foul ; it being juftly deemed abfurd that 
two created intelligent principles Should he in one 
perfon. 

What Mr. Howes here afferts of Paul of Samofata 
is, I will venture to affert, a ftrange and abfurd 
fabrication of his own, for which, to adopt his own 
language, I defy him to produce any authority, 
ancient or modern. That Paul was as much a 
believer in the divinity of Chrift as the Ebionke* 
or Gnoftics is certain, becaufe none of them 
believed in it j but that the divine Chrift was firft 

" created 
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<<< created by God out of his unmanifefted logoe," 
is a notion that muft have been utterly inoottipifc-- 
henfible to this Paul, or to any man who endea- 
vours to .affix ideas to words. 

Similar to this extravagance are the following 
curious affertions of Mr. Howes, p. 109. " The 

" Ebbnices were the mere fpawn of the Cerir*- 
«.* thians, and the very dregs of abfurdity and fupcr- 
<c ftitioni juft as the modern humanifts are the 
" humble imitators of the pretended philofophical 
h ,Gnoftics in general." 



What (here is in common between the modern 
Unitarians and the Gnoftics, Mr. Howes fhould 
have fpecified. According to him the Gnoftics 
were believers in the divinity of Chrift, whereas w$ 
difclaim that notion, in every fenfe of the word. 
It is the very caufe of the great indignation againffc 
us that we do fo. According to all antiquity, the 
Gnoftics believed the pre-exiftence of Chrift, and 
that he was of a nature fuperior to that of man, 
which it is known we difclaim. Mr. Howes him-r 
felf will hardly fay that we believe, with the Gnof- 
tics, that the world was not made by the fupreme 
Being, but by a fubordinate evil agent, or that 
this evil agent gave the law of Mofes. In what 
then do we refemble them ? 

When I read thefe ftrange affertions of Mr. 
Howes, and his opinion, p. 117, that u the popular 
" theology of the Jews is to be found in Phila/* 

I fancy 
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T Fancy myftlf to be in a • new world of antiquity, 
and that fome Pere Hardoum has recompofed ail 
t&e chriftian Fathers, and all the other books relating 
to ecclefiaftfcal hiftbry that I have ever read, or 
heard quoted before. When you read this, judge, 
gentlemen, whether the cc new Heavens and new 
** earth for chriftian men ?> (of which Mr. Howes 
lpeaks, p. 2, as created by me) be found in my 
writings or in his. 

Among Mr. Howes*§ other mifipkes concerning 
the Ariahs, he does not, however, maintain with 
Dr. Horfley,' that there is no difference between 
their do&rine^ and the orthodox do&rine of the^r- 
fonification of the logos.' He alfo admits the veracity 
of Origen; and fo far from contending that there 
was a church of orthodox Jewifh chriftians, at Jer 
rufalerft after the time of Adrian, £e finds, p. 90, 
that there was but a very (mail one before that time. 

By Mr. Howes's quotmg the Car ait es^ p. 35, 
<c becaufe they cannot be fuppofed to be infefted 
* c with the notions of more modern rabbinical Jews, 
Ci but rather to tell us the true opinion of the 
<c original Jews," I am willing to hope that he does 
not now lay the ftrefs that he did before on the 
writings of the Cabbalifts, in proving that the Jews 
were always Trinirarians, and expedted the fecond 
perfon of it in their Mefliah , a notion which none 
of the chriftian Fathers could find among them 5 
though they would, no doubt, have been as glad 
to catch at it as Dr. Allix, Mr. Howes, or Mr. 
* " ' Parkhurft. 
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Parkhurft. Mn Uow# 9 lww*?er> ejrpfflfifc jfe 
approbation, p. 112* $f Mr. Parlfhurft* $; 1%$ pqb*.. 
licatioa ^g^inft me, in w^h he epde^vQiffs tq prpvt 
the dodnnc of the l>iaity from the form of the 
word £&£««, I can have no obje&iqn fa Mr« 4 
Howes, Dr. Hgrfley, and MivParkhurft cgntw«#g 
to adtpire ope anathijr* but they woujd 4o f fepi|er 
for their , caufe, if they coyld ag;ef a little mor« 
than they do, in the principles on which they dc-> 
fend it, 

Mr. Madan alfo joins Mr. Parkhjirft in urging 
the argument from clobim. But Dr. Crpft, in his 
Bampton Ledtyres, difapproves of it, $t Perhaps 
" too much ftrefs," he fays, p, 64, a is laid upon 
ft the cxpreffion, Let us make man in our image. 
** The plural is frequently applied to one only, and 
" the language of cpnfultation is evidently ufed in 
* condefcenfion to human infirmity. It may ta 
ic dangerous,*' he adds, " to reft an article of faitli 
f • »pw that which may be a mere id»om. s * 

■ • 
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Of fever al Publications of left Note, and among them 

Mr. Madan's. 



' Gentlemen, 

1[ Cannot pretend to notice every thing that has 
been addrefifed to me on the fubjeft of this con- 
troverfy. The t rafts to which I have not parti- 
cularly replied are of two characters, fome being 
written in the way of humour, and the reft of in- 
veftive, of the moft virulent kind ; whereas the 
only thing that is really wanting is fcrious argument. 
Excepting one of the publications of Mr. Whita- 
ker *, who will find himfelf fufficiently anfwered in 
my Letters to Dr. Geddes y every thing I have fee\n 
of the argumentative kind relates to the doftrine 
of tht fcriftures j with refpeft to which fo much 
" has been advanced by myfelf and others, that I 
think it unneceffary to fay any thing farther. In 
* this we are, as it were, come to * iffue, aad the 
public mult determine between us. It is to the 

* I would recommend to Mr. Whitaker the peru&l of Mr. 

Wiche's Objervationt on the debate now in agitation concerning the 

divine unity , in a letter to himfelf, as containing many things 

? deferring of his confideration, as well as that of all who give 

any attention to this controvert and written with a truly 

fchriftianfpirit. •< ' : 

\ji.i argument 
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argument from antiquity that I particularly wiflx 
to draw the attention of the learned j and in this 
field very few have as jret made their appearance, 
and thofe few, as you muft have perceived, have 
been very little acquainted with the ground they 
have ventured to tread. 

■ 

Some of my opponents, evidently diftrufting the 
power of argument, have more than hinted at the 
propriety of calling in. the aid of the civil magiftr ate ; 
but none of them have done this fo loudly, and fo 
diftin&ly, as Mr. Madan, who fays, Letters, p. 145* 
that <c the chriftian religion is a part of the com- 
tc mon law of this country, that our kings are its 
cc nurfing fathers, and our queens its nurfing 
cc mothers ; that it has always been held that 
" blafphemy and profanene/s, written, printed, or 
cc advifedly fpoken, are indi&able, and puriifli* 
" able ; and that punifhments inflifted for tfiefe 
cc offences were never more deemed p&fecutiin 
€€ than the convi&ing a perfon of profane curfing 
" and fwearing; "and my works, he fays, cc might 
* c furnilh matter for a trial at the next Stafford 
cc aflizes ;" but hints that it might not be proper 
to permit the trial to be printed, like that of Mr, 
Elwall. 

I need not Jfhew you, Gentlemen, that Mr, 
Madan's maxims will juftify all the perfecutions 
that have been in the world, from the age of the 
apoftles to the prefent time, as they were all in 
purfuance of the laws of the countries in which 

*ey 
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they were carried on, It is happy for the caufe 
of free enquiry and truth, that the fpirit of the 
prefent times only permits fuch monfters as thefe 
to fhew their teeth and claws, and what they 
would do if they had the power. Mr. Madan 
ihould propofe himfelf as a candidate .for the 
next vacancy in the office of inquifuion in Spain 
or Portugal, if his maxims would do even fpr 
thofc countries at prefent. Unhappily, he was 
born too late. 

Much ftrefs has been 'laid by feveral of my 
opponents, on my frank acknowledgment to Dr. 
Price, that " I did not know when my creed 
€C would be fixed." This, however, I muft con- 
tinue to fay, while I continue my enquiries, and 
profefs, as every fair enquirer will do, to be de- 
termined by any new and ftronger evidence that 
-fhali be prcfentcd to me. And this is certainly 
*no difad vantage to my readers, who, IJhope, will 
not be moved by my authority, but only by the 
evidence that I lay before them ; and that will al- 
ways be the fame, and have the fame weight, 
though my idea of its weight fhoul4 change ever 
fo often. 

Did not Luther go on changing his opinions 
till a very late period of his life, and was he ever 
reproached with it, except by the catholic party, 
whofe fpirit, I am forry to fay, is too apparent in 
the defenders of the church eftabliftiment of this 
country ? But fimilar fituations will diftate fimi- 

lar 
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kr modes of thinking and re&fonitig. Wa* it liofe 
highly honourable in Dt» Whitby, af a late period 
of a life devoted to ftudy, and after having re- 
peatedly defended the doftrine of the Trinity, to 
declare himfelf an Aran, and to defend that opi- 
nion in his Laft Thoughts ? Equally honourable 
was the change of opinion of the late excellent 
Bifhop of Carlifle, who from being an Arian be- 
came a Socinian,> and in the laft edition of his 
Confiderationsj &c. carefully expunged every pafc 
fage that had expreffed his belief of the pfe-exift- 
ence of Chrift. Let me clafs with fuch men as 
thefej and not with thofe who are determined to 
hold their prefenc opinions, whatever they be, at 
all events, and who fhut their ears to all cort- 
viftion ; for fuch muft be all thofe who cenfure 
my conduct. 

Another of my opponents (but I am not now 
able to fay which) ridiculing the Bifhop of 
LandafPs truly ufeful publication for the ufe of 
young clergymen, amufes himfelf with the idea 
of the perplexity of a Welch curate, who fboukl 
not be able to tell which fcheme of faith, con- 
tained in that work, he fhould adopt ; not con- 
fidering, or perhaps not knowing, that the chief 
ufe-of reading is to make men tbink y and form 
fyftems for themfelves -, and that every perfon of- 
ficiating as a chriftian minifter, whether rcfiding 
in Wales or elfewhere, may reafonably be firp- 
pofed to do this. Perhaps this acute reafoner 
would find a difference between treatifes bomod 

up 
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up together, uniformly printed, and publifhed by 
the fame perfonj and fuch as are publifhed fepa- 
rately. Or perhaps, having his head full of the 
idea of fubfcription, he might think that nothing 
is to be read that is not alfo to be fubjcribed. 

Several of my opponents, as well as Mr. Howes, 
have amufed themfelves, and their readers, with 
the letters, &c. I have lately fubjoined to my 
name, in the title pages of fome of my publica- 
tions, under the idea, as I muft fuppofe, of their 
reflecting fome ridicule upon me, though they 
do not fcem to have been able to make out their 
meaning. If this circumftance be any difgrace 

to me, it is my misfortune, and fhould entitle me 

to their compaflion, as it was not of my feeking. 

None of them, however, refleft any diftionour on 

either of our Englilh univerfities. 

This bufinefs reminds me of what is told of Dr. 
South, who being reflefted upon by Bifhop Sher- 
lock, on account of his wit (of which the bilhop 
might think that he made an improper ufe) replied, 
that <c it might have pleafed God to have made his 
" lordfhip a wit." Let my adverfaries therefore 
fpare me on this fubjed, fince it might have hap- 
pened, that their names fhould have had the fame 
appendages with mine. 

Some, as any thing is eafier than clofe argu- 
mentation, have even amufed themfelves with 

I the 
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the number of my publications, and others with 
my mttos ; and perhaps they may find fome in- 
ftru&ion as well as amufement in them. 

I have been fometimes amufed with what has 
been faid of my/elf, and my opinions, of which 
fome, who have addreffed letters to me, feem to 
have been as ignorant as they have been of my titles. 
I need not obferve that I have been raoft unmerci- 
fully (tripped by them of every commendable qua- 
lity of mind, natural or acquired, and of every 
kind of literature that is requifite to my writing 
on the fubje&s which I have prefumed to difcufs. 
But it is my pride (rank pride, and baugbtinefs of 
' foul, as the poet calls it) on which they have en- 
larged the moft. No man, I fuppofe, can pre- 
fume to think for himielf, and much lefs to teach 
others, but he muft be proud. 

" It is unqueftionably pride," fays one of them 
to you, " which has brought on your prefump- 
cc tuous teacher that w^*^ that blindnefs and 
<c hardnefs of heart, the one as confequential of 
Cf the other." To avoid this pride you can do 
no lefs than implicitly receive what your teachers 
think proper to prefcribtf to you ; and perhaps, 
that humility may have its perfeEt work, it may be 
advifeable to fign the following form prescribed 
by a proteftant fynod iti France, " I receive and 
" approve, all that is contained in this confeffion 
cc of faith, and promife to perfevere therein to my 

« life's 
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* f life's end ; and nev$r to believe or teach any 
cc thing not conformable to it." See the preface to 
Jortin's Remarks on ecclefiaftical hiftory, vol. i. 
p. 17. Indeed, I do not fee that any thing (hort 
of this will fatisfy your tutors that your creed is ab- 
solutely fixed *, and without this you will be in the 
lame reproachful fituation with myfelf. 

This gentleman advifes the Dean of Canter- 
bury to have nothing more to fay to me, and he 
even wilhes that I may never fee what he addreffes 
to you, " becaufe his letter was written without 
* c any view to convert me, but to preferve you." 
But if this had been his objeft, he fhould have 
circulated his Addrefs in the univerfities only, and 
not have advertifed it for public fale. 

As to my religion^ it is, according to this can- 
did writer, " without a foul* without a bibJe. 
* c (that is worth your attention), without a church* 
Cf and without a Saviour." What this fentence 
wants in truth and fenfe, it makes up in foundL 

A father, more careful of the orthodoxy than of 

the honefty of his fon Charles, informs him, p, 

21, that all good and wife men in every age 

u have thought it their duty to comply with 

€t the eftabliihed religion of their country, and 

" that he only fubfcribes the thirty-nine articles 

€€ as a layman, and as terms of peace, and com- 

u munioii." 

I 2 According 
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According to thefe wife maxims, his dear 
Charles ought to be a pagan with pagans, a Ma- 
hometan with Mahometans, and a chriftian only 
with chriftians ; that is, he is to be of no religion 
at all ; . and then, indeed, he may fubfcribe any 
thing. This is the wifdom that is afcribed to the 
vicar of Bray, who, in all the revolutions in this 
country, about the time of the reformation, like 
a wife and good matt, was confident in keeping 
his preferment. What this wife father meant by 
fubferibing as a layman, or as a term of peace and 
communion, is beft known to himfelf. I am ut- 
terly unable to divine it \ and as little would it 
have been comprehended by thofe who framed 
thefe articles, who certainly meant to enforce con- 
jent in matters of faith. 

The fame excellent judge of this controvcrfy 
who fays, p. 25, that he is " no bigot ,to ortha- 
" doxy" (in which I Verily believe he fays true) 
and that " when fee was a young man he was m- 
« clined to think freely on thefe fubjefts, and was 
«« a little daggered at the docVme of the Trinity, 
fpeaks of the opinion o( Dr. Clarke, and even 
that of Dr. Price, as " differing from orthodoxy 
« by a Qight diftinction," whereas he fays that my 
opinions (which are infinitely nearer to thofe of 
Dr. Price than Dr. Price's are to the ftandard of 
orthodoxy) « approach very near to thofe or 
" Hobbes and Spinoza, in their atheiftical ten- 
" dency." and p. 9, that on my principles I 

" may 



CANDIDATES FOR ORDERS, 8cc, 117 

* c may <as well give up the belief of a deity, as 
cc that of the Trinity." You will not, I hope, 
ejcpeft from me a ferious confutation of fuch 
afcfurd calumpy as this. 

I am, &c f 



"JPV f 



LETTER VII. 

[Of a Letter addrejfed ta w by an Under -Graduate. 



T 



Gentlemen, 

flERp is another publication I fhall take 
more particular notice of, not that it has 
tpore of real plaufibility in it, but becaufe it has 
been more noticed by the world, and becaufe it 
is written by a young man, an Under-graduate of 
Oxford, perhaps the very Charles to. whom the 
preceding letter is addreffed. Indeed, he appears 
tto be a very docile youth. The oldeft fellow of 
a college could not have imbibed his father's 
maxims, or have profited more by the fermons 
delivered at St. Mary's, than he has done. After 
learning himfelf, he juftly thinks himfelf fqifi- 
piently qualified to teach others, 

Ij So 
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So perfectly indifferent rs this well tutored 
young man to the purfuit of truth, that he ludi- 
croufly reprefents myfelf, and all who are engaged 
in it, p. 5, as John Gilpin, and she man at Hughes 9 *, 
and himfelf and his friends as unconcerned fpec- 
tators, Handing aghaft at our performances. Two 
centuries ago, Luther and Melan&hon, Zuinglius 
and Calvin, were the performers, and the Catholics 
in general the gaping <r*wd. 

After I had written my Letter to Mr. Pitt, \ 
thought I had gone too far in reprefeating the 
Englifh univerfites as "ftagnant waters, offen- 
" five to the neighbourhood/' and really meant' 
to make a public retra&ion of it 1 but I fufpended 
this defign, when I perufed this letter, which was 
read with applauding avidity by many, and was 
never cenfured, as it ought to have been, by the 
heads of the Univerfity* though it abounds with 
fuch maxims, and realbnings, as ought to be re- 
probated as nuifances in every free country, or 
where there is the leaft regard to truth and inte- 
grity. For your inftruftion, Gentlemen, I (hall 
animadvert upon a few paflages in that perform- 
ance, and efpecially on thofe in which the author 
defends your fubfeription to the thirty-nine ar- 
ticles of the church of England, at the time of 
matriculation ; a thing fo manifeftly abfurd, 
that the very mention of it is fufficient to expofe it? 

c< To make an oral profeffion, amounts," he 
fays, p. 25, « tQ the fame thing with fetting oqr 

v bands 
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€€ hands to a paper which contains it. But who, 
* 4 from thte beginning, was ever admitted into the 
* € chriftian church without firtfc havittg made fa* 
** a prdfbftion ?" 

But, he is greatly miftaken, if he imagine that 
any perfons were admitted to the profeffion of 
chriftianity, in the primitive ages, without allow- 
ing time to be inftru&ed in the principles of it, 
and without giving fome evidence that they faw 
reafon for makittg the profeffion. Suppofirig that 
any perfon had come to an apoftle, and faid, " I hear 
<c you teach a religion which is called the chriftian. 
* c I am intirely ignorant of it, or of the reafons 
** by which it is fupported; but if you wiH plfeafe 
** to baptize me, I may learn thefe particulars after- 
* 4 wards." Do you thinkthat any apdftlfe would have 
baptized fuch a perfon ? Did not the chriftian 
church in the early ages always keep perfons a con- 
fiderable time in the clafs of catechutnens, in^hich 
they were regularly inftrufted in the principles of 
chriftianity, before they were admitted tobaptifrfi. 

Now is any thing like this done at yorur univer- 
fities? Do the perfons who admit ftudems* and 
receive their fubferiptions, tell thfem that, before 
they c^h be admitted to the privileges bf the place, 
they mult fignrfy their affent to a certain number 
of articles of faith, and that it behoves them to 
confider whether they can admit them, or not? 
Do they give ypu proper time for this confidera- 
tion, and refufe to receive your fubferiptions 

1 4 unlefs 



it 
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unlefs you can give an account of the articles to 
be fubfcribed, and of your reafcns for afienting 
to them ? Indeed, I fear that the condudt of the 
heads of your univerfities is very different from 
that of any minifters in the chriftian church for a 
long period of time. 

This young gentleman makes another objec- 
tion to the abolition of fubfcription which I 
fliould never have thought of, when he fays, p. 6, 
<c I cannot renounce paganifm and embrace chrif- 
cc tianity, might. a heathen have faidj for though 
<c I now think the former to be falfe, and the lat- 
ter to be true, I will not pretend to fay when 
my creed will be fixed, I may, on farther ex- 
amination, think exaftly the reverfe." With 
this, thofe who receive a man's prefent confeffion 
of faith have nothing to do. The apoftles did 
notrefufe to admit aperfon to baptifm becaufe he 
might afterwards apoftatize, though they knew 
this to be a poflible cafe, becaufe it often happened. 
When you fubfcribe your thirty-nine articles, 
you do not, I imagine, engage never to think 
otherwife. This would be curious indeed. How- 
ever, not having, been educated in your univer- 
fities, I may be ignorant of their conftitution; 
and if this be the cafe, it is an obje6tion to your 
fubfcriptions with which I was not acquainted. 

Another fentiment in his letter is even more 
extraordinary than would be the praftice of fuh- 
Jcribing for life ; as it implies a degree of obfequi- 

oufhefs, 
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oufncfs, and abje&nefs of mind, at ^hich I fhoulcj 
have thought that the fpirit of any man, and efpe- 
cially that of a young man, and an Englifhman, 
muft have revolted. cc If" fays he, p. 27, " thfc 
compilers were miftaken in an article, it is in- 
cumbent on our governors, when convinced of 
" fuch rniftake, to alter or expunge that article,-' 
Nothing then, it feems, is incumbent on yourjeheu 
You muft receive whatever your governors are 
pleafcd t;p prefcribe; and fhould they think pro- 
per to give you the articles of a Popifti, a Prefby*- 
terian, or a IvLhomuan creed, you have nothing 
to do bun to iign them. You do not even claim the 
liberty of expoftulating with your governors. 
Every thing they do muft be from their own 
motion. 

The fame fervile difpofition appears in another 
paflage of his letter, p. 25, <c You exhort us toaflb- 
u ciate and pray relief from fubfeription to the arti- 
f c cles of the church of England. Why? that we 
" may be free to change as ycu have changed. But 
" Sir, we defire not to do fo." That is, he does 
not wifh to have the power of changing, not even 
of getting right, if he were ever fo far wrong. 
Here, he difcovers plain marks of the chain, which 
the wolf difcovered on the neck of the well fed 
dpg in the fable, and of its having been worn a 
confiderable time. Let me range at large, arid 
have, at leaft, the power of going where I pleafe, 
jhough I may fometimes go where I fhould not. 

For 
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For the fame reafon for which this Under-graduate 
contemptuously reje&s his religious liberty, he 
would no doubt rejeft civil liberty alfo; and I (uj>- 
pofe he would be equally proud of both his chains, 

What he farther fays On the fubjeft of authority, 
(which has no meaning at all, if it do not mean au- 
thority in matters in religion, or receiving a creed 
impofed by others) is in the higheft degree dis- 
graceful in any place of liberal education, which 
ought to be devoted to enquiry after truth, and 
the trie of our reafon and beft judgment in the 
enquiry, ft You are an enemy," he fays, p. 28, 
*' to authority. But when all is faid, in many in- 
Cl fiances it mutt take place. Some things we 
€C muft at firft receive on the authority of our pa- 
c< rents, others on that of our tutors, and others 
€t on that of our governors, ecclefiaftical and civil. 
ff In all, or any of thefe, it is poffible we may 
u afterwards difcover or think we difcover, er- 
** rors." Indeed, Gentlemen, if errors {hould not 
be found, or, which is the fame thing with refpeft 
to ourfclves, be fuppofed to be found, in a creed 
confilling of thirty-nine complex articles, compofed 
above two hundred years ago, in the very dawn of 
the reformation from popery, by perfons who now 
exercife their own reafon on the fubjefl, it would 
be very extraordinary indeed. But of thefe ac- 
knowledged errors, and the confequence of requir- 
ing a fubfeription tp them, this Under-graduate 
makes very light. 

jl « We 
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« We pity,*' he adds, p. 28, c < with aH ttor 
« hearts, the poor old gentleman of fixty, Svht* la- 
" mented with fo many tears, to you his confeffory 
" (having perhaps unfortunately firft takto yofa fat 
« his tutor) that he had fubfcribed to the cto&rine 
" of the Trinity, and the incarnation of the fon of 
" God. Inconveniences may follow in every 
u poffible cafe j but of inconveniences we muft 
" chufe theleaftj and it is better that a few indi- 
" viduals fufFer temporal lofs, than the church 
tt ihould profefs no faith, through fear of profefling 
c * a falfe one." All this, you cannot deny, might 
have been faid, and even with more plaufibility 
than at preftnt, before the reformation. The ad- 
verfaries of Luther might have faid to him, cc we 
" muft have a creed, and this creed may contain 
u errors. But it is better that it ihould be fo, 
* c than that we Ihould have no creed at all; and as 
cc to thofe who cannot fubfcribe to it, let them 
'" leave the church, and the emoluments of it to 
* c thofe who "can." But who then, Gentlemen* 
would be left in it. Not the inquifitive, or the 
the confcientious, but as many of the unthinking^ 
the difhoneft, and unbelievers, as could get into 
it. And when once you have admitted fuch cha- 
racters as thefe, you have no means of getting 
them out, They will promife and fubfcribe any 
thing. 

The maxim that " authority once eftabliflied 
ff niuft" be fubmitted to," which is lhamelefsly 

avowed 
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avowed by Dr. Balguy, is wonderftiljy convenient 
for this writer's purpofe. It may be compared to 
a- coat that equally funs heat or cold, wet or dry, 
and .will carry you through the world. For, go 
where you will, among Papifts, Mahometans, or 
Pagans, you will find authority \ and to this, of 
whatever kind it be, and in what manner foever 
it has been eftabliftied, this t?me Under- graduate 
will make no difficulty of fubmitting. 

I cannot fufficiently ejcprefs my indignation at 
fuch profligate maxims; and I muft fay that the 
feminaries in which they are taught are nothing 
lefs than nuifances in a free country, But I trult 
there is a profpeft of better things even in Oxford t 
This Under-graduate, however, I perceive, has no 
idea of any other chriftian churches than fuch as 
are framed on fuch maxims as thefe. 4C As to 3 
u church without any confeifion," he fays, p. 27, 
cc which fhould receive into its bofom all the 
tc different fe&s, and difcordant opinions, now roamr 
* c ing about the world, we have no conception of 
* c fuch a church ; nor, if fuch a one could be 
x * framed, or when framed fubfift for a twelver 
* c month, do we defire tp be members of it ?" 

Jn this cafe then, he would not have been a 
member of the church that was eftablifhed by the 
apoftles. For they required nothing befides faith 
in the divine miflion of Chrift, as the term of com-? 
munion with them ; and this is the only article of 
faith that is properly effential to chriftianity. This 

is 
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is the maxim of Unitarian churches, which have 
iubfifted many twelvemonths, and which, I doubc 
not, will fubfift when the church of England, as by 
law eftablilhed, (hall be forgotten. 

So much more liberal are even the modem 
Catholics than this Under-graduate of Oxford, that I 
lately heard a moft refpe&able prieft of that com- 
munion fay, that he would have nothing in any 
public liturgy, or confeflion of faith, but what all 
chriftians, in all ages, and at all times, could agree 
in. §>uod femper, quod ubi que y quod ab omnibus > 
was his language ; which I am informed was alio 
that of the excellent Hales of Eton, a member of 
the church of England. Where, Sir, muft this 
Under-graduate have lived to have got fo con- 
tradbed, and fo dark a mind ; when the funfliine of 
liberality has reached even the church of Rome ? 
Muft it be faid that the very laft footfteps of 
bigotry fliall be in Oxford. 

Before he can be authorized to pronouncev as; 
he now takes upon himfelf to do, what may y and 
what may not exift, and exift with advantage, in the 
world at large, he muft look beyond the precindts 
of your Univerfity. A man who has never feen 
or heard of any animals befide3 thofe of England, 
would fay that the elephant and rhinoceros were 
mere chimeras. 

» 

Go upon the continent, and you will fee what 
you cannot in England, many Catholic and many 

Proteftant 
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Proteftant ftates, admitting to offices of the higheft 
truft and power, perfoas of ail religions, indifcrimi- 
nately. And go to North America, you will fee a large 
country, of greater extent than the whole of Europe, 
in many parts of which there is a ftrong general 
fenfe of religion, without the civil eftablifhment of 
any particular mode of it ; and yet the people live 
at peace, and in good harmony with one another. 
Thefe things are deemed tmpoffible at Oxford, but 
they are realized in the world. 

As to the many particular opinions of which this 
writer lightly,very lightly indeed, defcancs, I (hall not 
enter into them in this letter to you (it being evident 
that he has not yet read my Dijquifitions on Matter 
and Spirit, which he takes upon him. to cenfure* 
and acknowledges, p. 29* he bad not read Mr, 
Lindfey's Sequel any farther than p. 87) but I hold 
myfelf ready to difcufs them with more able oppo- 
nents. That the genuine fenfe of fcripture, and the 
general tenor of it, are clearly in favour of what I 
have advanced, I have no doubt \ and as to the 
principal of them, on which every thing clfe of 
confequence depends, I am now* in my liifiory of 
early Opinions concerning Cbrift, earneftly calling 
upon his fupcriors, fuch as Dr. Home, Mr. White, 
and Mr* Howes, to prove the exiftence of that 
doftrine which he holds fo iacred, in the three &rft 
centuries of chriflianity ; a period in which there is 
no want of records, to prove what were the opinions 
of both the learned, and the unlearned. The evi- 
dence which I have produced, that the chriftia* 

church 
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church wg* originally Unitarian, has now been 
fopae time before the world, and it challenges the 
mod rigorous examination of his matters. 

This Under-graduate ironically thanks me, p. 45> 
for " my compliment to your Untverfities, as rc- 
*. c fembling pools, of ftagnant waters, fecured by 
€c dams and mounds., and oflfenfive to the neigh- 
c ? bourhood." If you would wipe away the re- 
proach, make a proper outlet for your ftagnant 
water; let learning flow at Oxford as freely as the 
ffis in its neighbourhood; and admit not only any 
native of Great-Britain, but any inhabitant of the 
world, to enjoy the advantages of it, unfettered bjr 
your illiberal fubfcriptions. When I am afked, as 
I often am, by foreigners, at which of our Uhi- 
verfities I was educated, and am obliged to fay in 
reply, that at neither of them would myfeff, or 
any fon of mine, be admitted to ftudy, I blufti for 
you, and for my country. You ought to blufli 
for yourfelves. When I was lately at Oxford, 
and wks ftruck beyond my expe&ation with the 
noble advantages for ftudy of which you are pof- 
feffed, I could not help faying with Horace, Cur 
tgtt indigus quifque> te divite ? A profeffor in the 
Univerfity of Cracow, who lately vifited me* and 
who had come through Oxford in his way to Bir- 
mingham, told me he was abfolutely aftoniftied to 
find that fuch a feminary as that is was not open to 
all the world, and that he (bould hardly have 
believed the faft, if he had not been informed of it 

at 
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at the place. In his own Univerfity he faid the 
profeflbrs indeed muft be Catholics, but the ftudents 
might be of any religion. He faid they had feveral 
Protettants, and fome Jews. In another part of 
Poland he informed me that there is an Univerfity, 
countenanced by the government, in which all the 
profeflbrs arc Protectants. With refpeft to libe- 
rality we fball foon, to appearance, be once more' 
the divifi toto orbe BritannL Let thofe blufli 
whom it may concern. 

v I am forry to fee fo able a writer as Mr. Paley* 
(whofe work is, in feveral refpe&s, very juftly 
admired in the Univerfities) defend the fubfeription 
to the articles of the church of England on fo v£ry 
poor a ground, as a fuppofition that it was the 
intention of the compilers of them to exclude from 
the church only the Papifts, the Anabaptifls, and 
the Puritans ; and therefore that any perfon who 
belongs to none of thefe claffes may iafely fubferibe 
them. " They," fays he, p. c8i, " who contend 
a that nothing lefs can juftify fubfeription to the 
tc thirty-nine articles, than the a&ual belief of each 
cf and every feparate propofition contained in them, 
« c muft fuppofe that the legiflature expe&ed the 
" confent of ten thoufand men, and that in per- 
€i petual fucceflion, not to one controverted propo- 
ct fition, but to many hundreds. It is difficult to 
€i conceive how this could be expe&ed by any, who 
<c obferved the incurable diverfity of human opinion 
" upon all fubje&s ftiort Q§rdemonfl:ration. ,, 

But 
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: Buthoware we to judge, of ' men's iftterttiops, 
but by their language, Abfurd, no .'doubt* k w& 
toexpeft what Mr. Paley ftatesj but the compiler? 
of the articles certainly did expeft it, or they avqu14 
have had recoqrfe to different and Charter expedients* 
Had they meant nothing more than to exclude 
Papifts, Anabaptifts, and Puritans, they would 
haye confined their fubfeription to fpch articles ^ 
were ipconfjjgent with their peculiar tenets. Ca$ 
Mr. Paley believe that, if any of them had been 
afked, whether fce did not mean to exclude all 4Hatis % 
aod Socman* from the church of England, he 
would .nor have replied in the affirmative? Anci 
therefore according to Mr. Paley's own ideas, no&t 
of them ought to fubferibe. 

It is now* I find, very touch the GufloBi to fay* 
<feac ycu i&\2y fafely fubferibe the thirty-nine articles 
% of the church of England, provided you think that 
\t\%. upon tlap whole, the beft qonftkuted of all thp 
tfftablUhed churches, or that you think it pre* 
iefible, to any of the feds of the differ) ters, though* 
$here are many things that you difapprove of in it t 
-and many of the particular articles that you do 
s&z think to be true. 

But can you think that this was the idea of thofe 
who framed the articles, or has thqre been any adk 
<yf the legifkture rfince their ,timep that authorises 
fuch a fpbfcripuon ? And certainly there is no * 
.qther. paw^r $hat h&*4$ ht to defies ithp : i»e^>ing 

K if, 
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heard of fubfcription to the thirty-nine articles, 33 
articles tf peace* or cmmunion, or any other of 
thofe wretched fubterfuges that we now hear of* 
but which would have been reprobated with the 
greateft indignation by the framers of the article** 
as they arc by thofe who fubfcribe Una Jide at 
this day. 

What Dr. Croft fays of the clergy applies with 
equal force to all who join in worfhip with them* 
What ought to be imagined," he feys> p. 129* 
concerning thofe who enter the holy temple, and 
offer Applications to God the Son, and God the 
Holy Ghoft* and yetdifbelieve them to be objed* 
of adoration ? Is not the fin of hyppcrify and 
duplicity aggravated when committed in the 
more immediate prefence of him unto whom all 
" hearts be open, all tlefires knbwa, and from whom 
" no fecrets are hid ?" Unlefs> therefore* you really 
believe Chrift to be a proper object of woribip* y W 
ought neither to fubfcribe a declaration that he is 
-fo, nor* on apy account, join in fuch wor&ip. 

Xam a 8cc. 
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Of Dr. Crtfts Bampton Lefiures. 

THOUGH Dr. Croft's Sermons do not imme- 
diately concern myfelf, yet as they relate td 
the fubjeft of my addrefs to you, I cannot wholly 
pafs them without notice. He avows himfelf a 
friend tof freedom of enquiry, but advances many 
things utterly inconfiftent with it 5 and the gene- 
ral tendency of all hisf difcourfes is evidently to 
difcourage it. But his own faith is fo great, that 
it is thifc lefs to be wondered at, that he lhould 
expeft to find a CQnfider^ble degree of it m 
others/ 

* € If tl?anfubftantiation, ,, he fays, p. it£ f 
i€ prayers for the dead, purgatory, or any other 
** part of their inftiturion" (viz. that of the ca- 
tholics) "which Protectants jrejeft, had been 
u found in the facred writers, our oppofition 
" would be unwarrantable. We fhould be found 
11 to fight againft God" This brings to my 
mind the ftory of a good old woman, who, Qn 
being afked whether fhe believed the literal truth 
of Jonah being fwallowed by a whale, replied, 
*e$) and added, that if the fcriptures had faid that 

K 3 Jonah 
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Jonah fwallowcd the whale, lhe (hould have be- 
lieved it too. How a man can be faid to be- 
lieve what is, in the nature of things, impqffible^ 
on any authority, I cannot conceive. Perhaps 
Dr. Croft can explain the- mental proctfs by 
which it is performed. 

This writer has formed the higheft idea of the 
importance of a civil eftablilhment of religion, 
and he afcribes every mifchief to feftaries ; while* 
others, who- are fufficiently attached to an efta- 
blilhment, have the generofity to acknowledge 
that fe&aries are of fome ufe, at leaft, like an 
oppofition to government. " If our Jerufalem," 
he fays, p. ,169, were at unity with herfel£ if her 
inhabitants all fpake the fame thing, if there were 
no divifions among them, &c. the general in- 
€€ tereft of chriftianity would daily be improved/* 

• » 

Now it requires but little difcernment, and a 
little knowledge of hiftory, and of the world, to 
fee that the reverfe of this muft be true. The 
Catholics might with the fame reafon fay of 
their church what Dr. Croft does of the church 

of England, and might exclaim againft the refor- 
mers . in general, as much as he does; againft 
the diffenters of this country, But is not the 
ftate of the catholic church much improved fince 
the reformation ? And is it not equally evident 
that the clergy of the church of England are much 
more learned, $nd more exemplary in their con- 
du£t> in confequence of there being diffenters, aijd 

thoft 
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diofe not ddfacable ? Is not an ufeful emulation 
excited by this means ? What learned works are 
produced by the divines of Sweden and Denmark, 
"where there , are no diffenters? 

4h 

.. ; Se&aries, no doubt, give the divines of the 
eftabUfhment fome trouble, as we fee in the pre- 
fent controverfy; but the Dean of Canterbury 
allows that the difcipline is not without its ufe. 
Does not the oppofition they meet with make 
them give greater attention to their principles ; 
and if they be well founded, will they not ftand 
the firmer in eojifequence of it? It is nothing 
but error that can finally fuffer by difcuflion. 
Truth ever feeks the light, and challenges invefti- 
gation. : 

Dr. Croft tiimfelf when, in his laft fermon, he has 
worked himfelf up to fome degree of courage, ap- 
pears, to entertain no doubt with refpeft to the iffue 
of any conteft, and I dare fay, fmiles at my grains 
of gun-powder, cc The attempts to overturn 
cc our eftablifhment," he fays, p. 195, "have 
ipet with no fuccefs equal to the fanguine ex- 
pectations of our adverfarics. The numbers 
" of the difcontented bear iio proportion to the 
" whole ecclefiaftic body, many of whom fearch 
€S the foriptures, perufe the Fathers, and confult 
every fouree of information with unremitting 
zeal and induftry. The fpirit.of inquiry ought 
" jjot : to be reftrained by human laws, and to 
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*< that fpirit alone we wifh to be indebted for the 
* permanence of our church." 

This is the language of courage* and of gene* 
rofity; but this paragraph is by no ' means in 
unifon with many other parts of the fermons. In 
fome of them he almoft adopts the language 
of defpaif. "We are fur-rounded," he fays* p*2* 
fc by fo numerous an hoft of adverfaries, that we 
* c miift be cautious how we put on our Ijbirituai 
u arrrtour, and left we expofe to danger the waJJi 
• c of our defenced city, AH our vigilance will 
" be fcarce fufficient for the conflt6h" The 
prayer that follows is that of men who find them* 
felves reduced to the faft extremity; lc May h« 
u who teacheth man knowledge, and giveth 
" ftrength for the battle, fupport and affift us* 
Cf May he give a blefllhg to the weakeft and moft 
ff imperfeft endeavours, and may zeal and fin* 
** cerity compenfate for the weakneft of our per* 
** formances," that is, may God give to our weak 
arguments all the effedt of ftrong ones, whith I 
fuppofe he experts from the infatuation of their 
oppofers, Thi$ diffidence, you obferve, is ex«- 
preflcd in the very opening of his firft difcourfe. 
And in the J courfe of his work he drops feveral 
hints of the propriety of a little human, as well as 
divine aid. In p. 131, he mentions u a juft 
" extent of power," the ufe of which prudence 
alone reftrains, and that we " fhould have no rea- 
" fpn to complain if we Were reffrained by the 

? f civil 
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civil magistrate Frorh expreffing our fentiments 
«* oh certain fubjefts." 

. Though one of his texts i* Luke xii. 57. Tea 
and wby y eve* of yeurfdvvs* Judge ye not what is 
night > he iky** p* 92, the €f principle which has 
** given a fandtioa to all the wildnefs and extrava* 
c< gance of enthufiafts and feftaries is this, what- 
£€ ever right any body of men claim to feparate 
a fr6m a church onfee eftaBlifl>ed, the fame right 
•* every individual may daim to form a fyftem of 
••do&rines and opinions for bimfel£" and alfo 
p.j6> cl it was an abfurdity referved for modem 
** days, to imagine that every man was qualified^ 
<* and authoritedj to frame a fyftem of beHef for 

* httoftE" Now does not his text fufficrently 
authorize any man to do this, and did not Luther 
aft u|>on that authority ? Did not Calvin form a 
fyftem of belief for himfelf," before any ftate 
adopted it ? 

• T3t: Croft fpeaks with particular caution on the 
do&rine ofthe Trinity, and cohfiders all attempt* 

'to explain it as one of the nbnjes of reafon. <c That 
€( every perfon," he fays, p. 126, cc in the ever 
* c bleffed Trinity is God, and Lord, no one 
* r denies, who believes in the Trinity; but to 
•* fpeak of them collectively, as three Gods, and 
* r three Lords has an air of poly'thelfm." But 
furely it w6uld be no abufi of reafon* but a capital 
tifi of it, to fliew that this is pothing more than an 

air 
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sir of polytheifm, and not the reality. For, after 
faying that the. Father is God, the Son equally 
God, and the Holy Ghoft God alfbi it is very 
natural to count them up, and fay that then 
there muft be three Gods, fince 1^1+1=3. I* 
mull- certainly be a very laudibJcufeofreafonto 
extricate men from this great difficulty refpefting 
revelation. .*:'_...• 

It is always deemed a great advantage to be 
able to devife familiar illustrations of abftract pro- 
portions. Few of them can be proved to fatif- 
fa&ion tfyat are incapable of it. And had this 
doctrine } been likely to receive any advantage- 
from attempts to explain it, it can hardly be 

doubted but that Dr. Croft would havorecom- 

* .... 

mended, rather than have difcoqrage4 them,, , , , 
* , . 

This writer enumerates feveral other abufes of 
reafon j but if you confider them all, ypu will find 
that they agree in this one circumftance, viz. that 
the difcuffion of the articles he fpecifies would 
probably be attended with fome inconvenience 
to the eftablifhed fyftem. 

, ■« 

He fays, p. 78, "Nor can we forbear wonder^ 
fC ing that, after the Defenjo fidei Nic<en* y pubj 
u lifhed by an eminent prelate, and after a latq 
" abttraft of the opinions of the Fathers of the 
u three* firft centuries, the author of which re* 
** criv$d from thft place a jyft tribute . of gratj- 
i ' " tude, 
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* € tudc, the unlearned Ihould be told that the di- 
€C y inity of the Son and Holy Gholt was a doc- . 
€€ trine of a later date." 

. In, my turn, I may be allowed to exprefs my 
fu^prife, that any perfon, who has given the leaft 
attention to the prefent controverfy, ihould hold 
this, language. I allow all that Bifhop Bull and 
Mr- Burgh afcribe to the Fathers of the fecond 
and third century ; I allow that they held the doc- 
trirueof the divinity of the Son, at leaft; but it was 
in a qualified-fenfe, and by no means the fame that 
was maintained after the council of Nice. I haye 
alfo diftin&ly fhewn whence the notion of thefe 
Fathers was borrowed ; but what I maintain, and 
by evidence drawn from their own writings, is 
that while the learned chriftianswere Trinitarians, 
the common people, who had no _ knowledge of 
Platonifm, were fimply Unitarians; and that 
therefore the probability is that fuch was the faith 
of the apoftles. Let Dr. Croft, or any future Bamp- 
ton lefturer, examine and refute my arguments if 
he can. In my opinion they cannot chufe a more 
important, or more a feafon able topic. Whatfig- 
nifies thundering from a diftant baftion, when the 
enemy is breaking open a gate, where the artillery 
cannot reach him. Let the moft ftrenuous efforts 
be made where the danger is moft preffing. , 

• 

I obferve that one of the fubje&s particularly 
fpecified by Mr. Bampton is, " the authority of 
w the writings of the primitive Fathers, as to the 

3 " faitli 
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"iaith and praftice of the primitiye church/* 
Let the heads of colleges, then (who, I find, have 
the nomination of the preacher) appoint a- perfoii 
the moft eminent for his acquaintance with eccle- 
fiaftical hiftory ; and let him be dire&fed to prove, 
in opposition to what I hare advanced, in my Hif- 
tory of Early Opinions concerning Cbriji> that tha 
great body of unlearned chriftians in the primi- 
tive times were Trinitarians, You have every 
advantage for thefe refearches at Oxford, whereas 
we, who are not permitted to ftudy at either of 
your univerfities, can only be faid to gather the 
crumbs that fall from your table* 

Rejoicing that you enjoy noble advantages for 
tphich I have often fighed, and hoping that thsy 
will not be loft upon you, 

I arn. Gentlemen, 

Your fincere wetl-wiftief, 

J, PRIESTLEY: 

P. S. I fliall take this opportunity of acknow- 
ledging a miftake I made in my former Letters, 
and alfoin the firft edition of my Letttrto Mr. Pitt; 
having been fince informed that, at Cambridge, the 
thirty-nine articles are not.fubfcribed at matricu- 
lation, but only on admiffion to the degree of 
matter of artsj though the ftudents there are 
obliged to attend the fervice of the church of Eng- 
land from the firft, and to declare that they are 

bona 
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bona fide) members of it when they commence 
bachelors. I hope that the attempt which the 

members of that univerfity are now making to 
fdieve themfelves ftill more, will be attended 
with fuccefs. 

I muft likewife inform the purchafers of fome | 
pf the copies of the fecond edition of my Letter to 
Mr. Pi//, that I had been led into a miftake with 
rcfpeft to the votes of the bifliops concerning the ] 
writ de ILeretUo comburendo. A perfon on whofe 
Information I had perfect confidence gave me the 
account, and wrote the note p. 1 3, for mt. The 
' leaf containing it was cancelled as foon as I dis- 
covered the error, and any perfons, by fending ta 
thepublilhers, may have their copies re&ified. \ 

N. B. The Letter relating to the Undergraduate 
*>f -Oxford was written before the report of its author 
being the Dean of Canterbury reached me 5 and as 
the writer begins with faying, « I am one of the 
* c young men to whom you have offered your fer*. 
" vices, as a diredor of their theological ftudies ;" 
it is barely credible that a man of his character, 
fhould affirm what cannot be termed lefs than an 
abfolute falfebood. If the report be without founda- 
tion, the Dean will, no doubt, take an early oppor- 
tunity of disclaiming a publication fo unworthy of 
Jiim. 
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An ADDITION to the LETTERS relat- 
ing to Mr. H9WES. 



ON expreffing my furprize that Mr. Howes 
fhould afcribe the Extrafts from Theodotus 
in Clemens Alexandrinus to Theodotus the Tan- 
ner by (which means he makes one of the ancient 
Unitarians a believer in the pre-exiftence, and as 
he alfo thought, in the divinity of Chrift) he.faid,, 
in his former publication, p. 13, cc in regard to 
cc Theodotus, this willbedifcufled afterwards." and 
as I had obferved that the learned editors of Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, viz. Sylburgius and Potter, 
were not of his opinion, he adds, " At prefent I 
fhall " only obferve, that if modern authority were 
capable to decide the quefton, I can produce 
as good authoritv on my fide, that of Cave and 
M. Simon; but I form my judgment from in- 
<c ternal evidence in thofe extrafts themfelves." 

As Mr. Howes, in his laft publication, has faid 
nothing on this fubjeft, though, according to the 
arrangement of his materials, I think he ought to 
have done it, I fhall content myfelf with giving an 
extraft from Dr. Lardner's account of the dif- 
fejtpt perfons of the name of Theodotus, in his 
Hiftory of Heretics, p. 370. 

Firft. 
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c< Firft, A Valentinian. Cave, in his account of 

c< Xheodotus'the Tanner, afcribes to him all the 

cc opinions which he has colle&ed out of the orien- 

* c tal doftrine, fubjoined to the works of Clement 

<c of Alexandria. But that is confounding things 

cc as different and oppofite as can well be. Theo- 

c< dotus the Tanner is reckoned- among thofe who 

<c did not allow Jefus to have exifted before his 

€C nativity of Mary, which is very different from 

<c the fentiments reprefenred by Cave from the 

cc above-mentioned work. And yet Fabricius 

cc feems to have been of the fame opinion with 

<c Cave. Tillemont perceived that the Theodotus 

<c mentioned in thefe extra&s, was a Valentinian. 

c< Beaufobre had no doubt of it, and fays he 

" flourilhed about the year of our Lord, 130." 

I quote Dr. Lardner, becaufe Mr. Howes feems 
to have fome refpeft for his judgment and impar- 
tiality. In his laft publication he fays, p. 44, 
<c It may be obferved as truly wonderful, that 
" Dr. Lardner, if inclined to Unitarianifm, fhould 
"have left no accounts behind him of the Ebio- 
u nitfcsy Nazarenes, or Elcefaites. One ihould 
*' Have thought that thofe pretended founders df 
& Kis own fyftem would have been the firft to 
"claim his attention. I cannot then but fufpeft 
that they have been fiippreffed, becaufe they 
proved too plainly the belief of the Ebionites 
€€ in thfe divinity of Chrift. For Lardner was of 
€C too inquifitive, and too rational a turn of mind, 
" to Have thus neglected altogether the important 

herefies 
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u herefies of the firft centuries, while he treated 
" minutely of feveral inconfiderable ones ; and 
" he was apparently too honed to have mifled 
€t his readers with refpeft to the real tenets of the 
" Ebionites and Nazarenes. Hinc ilk hiatus. This 
u is the more ft range, becaufe he does give fome 
" account of thofe felts in his other works, but 
cc nothing any way favourable to their being the 
* € founders of humanifm." 

What Dr. Lardner would have done if he had 
lived to have published his own work, no man 
can tell. That he confidered the do&rine of the 
Nazarenes as no proper berejy, and yet totally dif- 
ferent from that of the Trinitarians or Arians, is 
evident from his four poftbumms difc*urfes,\n which, 
after treating of thefe two fc hemes, he eooficfers, 
and recommends, p. 40, <c the do&rine of the 
** Unitarians or Nazarenfcs j" his account -of which 
■correfponds exadly to what is commonly called 
•Sacixiamfm, of winch it is well known that he was 
zealous advocate, as Dr. Price, in his Appendix* 
V* 393t obferves. Let Mr. Howes read his Letters 
4m the Logos,, which led me to adopt his opinion. 
But 1 fliotild not much wonder if Mr. Howes 
fliouM hereafter exprefs fome doubt of ny being 
«n Unitarian. Indeed, of the two, it appears *o 
me quite as eafy to prove that there are no Uni- 
tarians at prefent, as that there were none in the 
primitive ages of chriltianity. 
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